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D E F E N C E 


EXAMINATION, E. 


Reverend $ IR, 


HEN I ſent you the Remarks I had 
made upon ſome parts of Mr. War- 


* * burton's Divine Legation, I was not 
without apprehenſions of what might be the 
conſequence ; as knowing that I had to do 
with a man, who in hs Writings had ſhewn 
little Candour, much Abuſe, and great Con- 
tempt of all ſuch as had publicly oppoſed any 
of his Notions. I could not tell whether he 
would condeſcend to read what I had pub- 
ſhed : For He had declared to the world, 
that He had never read through more than One 
Treatiſe of all that had been wrote againſt him: 
and I own I could not but think, that ſome 
of them might have deſerved his conſideration. 
But when He ſent me word, that © He had 
: | A 2 MY T ead 


5 | E 
1 read my Book, and was ready to give me 
0. the Satisfactian I ſeem'd to want” on any 
of the-Faur points I had objected to, to, I began 
to hope for Civility and good Manners from 
him : And as I left it to Him to chooſe his 
own Subje&, I at the fame time hinted, that 


I thought One or Two of the Four more im- 
. incumbent on him to clear up. 


own J had a more particular View to the No- 
tion He had advanced about the antient Legiſ- 
lators; becauſe if what I had urged upon that 


head be true, His whole Argument for the | 


divine Legation falls to the oround. However, 
as I left him at liberty, I expreſſed my wiſhes, 


c that he would write in the Spirit of one that | 
<« ſeeks Truth, and * in a MANNER that | 


ce every Good man wiſhes.” Could you, could 


any man pe; that the Meaning of theſe | 
That I deſired him to be 
tender to my bad Logic, and worſe Criti- 
* ciſm” ; that He would © overlook my ill 

c expreſſion, and find out my meaning if he | 
ce could? This he pretends was my mean- | 


Words was, 


ing, p. 144. No; I am ſure you could not: 


Nay, I am perſuaded, that He bimſelf does 


not think it was my Meaning. My Deſire 


was, that He would enter into my Bud Logic | 
wherev er it was; and if I had made Uſe of bad | 
Criticiſm, that He would, if he could, confute | 
it. What I deſired was, that He would write | 
like a Man ; like a C Fon :;/lian ; like a Divine; 
like one who believed 4 Divine Legation ; and | 

thought ä 


=> 
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thought himſelf obliged by the Rules | aid. 


down by Thoſe who came from God. But I 
find that notwithſtanding all the Reproofs He 
has had, Private as well as Public, for his 


abuſive and contemptuous MANNER of treat- 


ing his Adverſaries, Mr. Warburton is Mr. Ware 


burton ; uncapable of Civility to any one that 
writes againſt him. I told him, that I had 
« a Mind open to convidtion.” What do 
you imagine was his Interpretation of theſe 


words? Why, That I was a man that had 


« often been convicted,” p. 171. Could any 


man pervert plain words more dextrouſly ? But 


| am determined not to call names, nor to re- 
tort even his own ill language; at leaſt I will 
do it as little as poſſible. I will act as one 
that ſearches after Truth, and that deſires by 
debating a point, to confute, not to abuſe: 1 
will paſs by all that He imagines to be Wit, 
and all his Ridicule, and all his Contempt; 
and ſtick cloſe to the Points in debate be- 
twixt us. | | 
He is very angry at our Friend Mr, P — s 
Suggeſtion, about what might be objected to 


Him from what He had faid in Juſtification 


of his Notion of the Double Doctrine of the 
Philoſophers. The Obſervation was, That 
* if Suſpictons and Conjectures are to be ad- 
% mitted in Oppoſition to expreſs Declarations, 


* then it may as eaſily be thewn, that Mr. 


© Warburton does not believe what he pro- 
© fefies to gemonfirate, as that Plato did not 
„believe 
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(6) 
« believe a future ſtate of Rewards and Pu. 
« njſhments.” 

Now Mr. Warburton has not produced any 
thing more than Szſpicions and Conjectures about 
Plato's Diſbelief of a future State of Rewards 
and Puniſhments. Plato Himſelf has over 
and over expreſs'd himſelf ſtrongly for ſuch a 
Notion. Cicero underſtood him to mean this; 
and fo has every body, till Mr. Warburton aroſe, 
and roundly aſſerted that Plato did not believe 
ſuch a ſtate. What new Evidence is produced 
for this Fancy ? Why, in order to make out 
the Paradox, He has: racked and tortured 
Plato's words; and He has told us „ of his 
« being in Jes T ; and of his ſecretly intimating 
te that when He was in eſt he affirmed the 
c future Happineſs of Good Men in a Pecu- 
_«'lar and diſtinct Exiſtence, which is the 
te popular Notion of a future State: But when 
„ in Earneſt, that That Exiſtence was not 
a peculiar or diſtinct, but a common Life, with- 
« Out particular Senſations.” Now all this is 


founded upon the very ſlighteſt Szſpicion, ta- 


ken from a word, which ſignifying to ſpeak in 
Jeſt, and to ſpeak i in G ayety, and Humour, and 
 Plegfantry, truly Plato is underſtood to have 
ſpoken 27: 2 only of that State, in oppoſition 
to his earneſt Belief of it. Whereas Plato 


Notion was, what He really and earneſtiy be- 


Lev'd, That at and after Death the Good 
man would ceaſe to have the many Senſes 


which Here He has, and would then partake 


I ” 


(7) 
of one only condition, and be moſt happy in 
being pure mind. YE 8 

chooſe to mention this, becauſe in m 
Examination, p. 142, 143, I had repreſented 
the One only condition mentioned by Plato, as 
if it had been he feeling Happineſs ; which is 
by no means the full meaning of Plato. 

To ſhew you how wrong Mr. Warburten's 
Conjecture is, which is founded on the meanin 
of the Phraſe, @aiCo xai onzdaGur, 1 will add 
ſme paſſages to what I obſerved before, that 
when Sccrates ſpoke in Gayety and Pleaſantry, 
with Wit and Humour, he is faid waiCar. 
When He faid, that Circe made men Swzne, 
by making them eat when they were not hun- 
ory, and drink when they were not dry; 
nd that Ulyſſes becauſe he was very abſtemious 
an] temperate therefore was not turned into a 
Hog Toic u Mev Teo! S ere 92 
erb, 1, e. He with Humor talked thus, 
at the ſame time he ſeriouſly meant to inculcate 
Sriety, Xen. Mem. 1. 1. Again, Xenopbon 
begins his Fourth Book with obſerving, how 
uſeful Socrates was to all with whom he con- 
rerſed. Kai Vd Tait dev 1th 1 oTreddGov 
voTeAt Tois c M Be the manner 
what it would, ſerious or pleaſant, be was con- 
ſtantly uſeful to them with whom he converſed. 
o in the very firſt Sentence of the Sympoſium, 
Nenophon ſays, that He thinks that the Acts of 
Cod and Worthy Men, Tau zanav * ayabav 
Wor pc 8 Ab- Ta uid, ZILOTAHY 
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type NG afiopnporuta d , LANG xl 14 5 
waldidis, not only ſuch as are done in a ſeriu 
guarded manner are fit to be remembred, but 
likewiſe ſuch as are done in unguarded hours; 71 
which he means all forts of Actions. Accord. 
ingly he uſes toxa-ay Te xa tomederay much in 
the ſame ſenſe as eraiCey xai comedacey, in the 
Sympoſium ; and Socrates in the paſſage before 
cited about Circe is introduced as tmioxanra, 
rallying, and talking with Humor; not jeſting 


in Oppoſition to earneſt. 
I mention theſe things only to ſhew on what . 
low ſuſpicion, or conjecture, Plato is ſuppoſed i ; 
not to have taught a future State of Rewards ; 
and Puniſhments in earneſt, conſtantly and uni- 1 
formly., Now if notwithſtanding this, Pla t 
is repreſented as not believing a peculiar andi j 
diſtinct Exiſtence, when he declares himfel 9 
ſo expreſsly as he has done over and over fer h 
it, J fay, that Mr. Warburton may as well bell t 
repreſented as not believing what He profeſſe tt 
to demonſtrate. A mere conjecture or ſuſpicion li 
is as good and as ſtrong in the one caſe as the N 
other, and Both muſt be admitted, or Both be 
rejected. Plato declares himſelf ſericuſſy and 
in earneſt for a future ſtate of Rewards and 
Puniſhments again and again: and yet Mr h 
Warburton affirms that He believed nothing of « 
it. No direct Evidence is produced for this 
but only conjecture. If any man therefore de 


will go the ſame way to work with Mr. Mar- 


burton, and urge conjecture in contradiction to m. 
R 1 0 | exprels 


C41 

expreſs Declarations, which way can He evade 
the charge ? He has laid the Ground in his 
own way of reaſoning, and he muſt take the 
conſequence, be it good or bad. 
But he tries to retort this charge upon me, 
and to * keep to probability, p. 148. At 
the ſame time he forgets the Ground of the 
charge, which is, his affirming Plato ſeriouſly 
to teach Doctrines which He did not believe. 

Mr. Warburton charges Plato with the Diſ- 
belief of a future State of Rewards and Pu- 
niſhments, notwithſtanding Plato publicly and 
 oþenly maintained ſuch a State. Mr. Warbur- 
ton likewiſe openly and publicly maintains the 
divine Legation of Moſes : At the ſame time he 
tells us, that He has been admitted into, and is 
juſt come from the Schools and Cabinet Councils 
of the Philoſophers and Laugivers of old, who 
had a Dou BLE Doctrine, One for Themſelves, 
the Other, according to the Eſtabliſhment, for 
the People, and which themſelves did not be- 
leve, though they publicly taught it. Now 
Mr. P ſuggeſted, that Mr. Warburton may 
be from hence ſuſpeFed, if Suſpicions are to 
e be admitted in Oppoſition to expreſs decla- 
| © rations”, not to believe what He has open- 
h and publicly taught. For being © admitted 
* into, and juſt come from the Cabinet Coun- 
© cls of ſuch double Dealers, as He himſelf 
declares, He ought to be ſuſpected till he can 


clear himſelf, And in Truth it will be no eaſy 


matter to do it: For why ſhould Mr. War- 
B bur ton's 
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(10) 
burton's word be taken more than Plato's, who 
is faid by Mr. Warburton to disbelieve what he 
publicly maintained ? Why is not Plato's word 
to be taken for his believing what he openly 
taught, as much as Mr. Warburton's for what 


He openly teaches? And let me add, that if 
Mr. Warburton had conceived that Moſes came 


from God, and had from him the Laws which 


he declared he had; could He fo readily have 
fallen into Abuſe of his Neighbour ? Could He 
ſo readily raiſe a falſe Report, contrary to 
the Law, Exod. xxili. 1? Vid. Remarks, part ad. 
p. 139, 140. Or is not the ſpreading of falſe- 
hoods to the Injury of any man's Character, a 
moſt ſhameful Immorality ? But enough: 1 
will now conſider Mr. Warburton's retortion of 
this charge upon Me as wndermming Religion. 


« 1ſt, He ſuppoſes it not unlikely, that in order 
* to conceal my purpoſe as well as to carry on | 


ce my attacks more regularly, I ſhould begin 
« with an Outwork of Religion, on pretenſe of 
« ſome defect in 77s conſtruction, that might 
* prejudice the Defenſe of the Fort itſelf : 
« For inſtance ; let us ſuppoſe it to be that 
«* 7lluſtrious Teſtimony of Paganiſm recorded by 
«© Phlegon for the unnatural Darkneſs at the 
« Crucifixion, where ſome Mathematical Un- 
« belicver might very fitly ſerve him in the 
* poſt of Engineer ”, p. 148. 
In anſwer to this, 
1. I never knew any one, 3 Mr. War- 


burton, that had Imagination ſtrong enough to | 
ſuppoſe the Teſtimony of Pl legen to be an 
1 Outwork 


1 


Outwork of RrLIIOx. What Idea has Mr. 
Warburton to the Word RELIGION? Or does 
he think Religion in general, to be the ſame 
with Chriſtianity, that he makes Phlegon's 
Teſtimony to be an Outwork of REL1G10N ? - 
2. I am ſuppoſed to © pretend ſome defect 
e jn ITs conſtruction ”, :. e. in the conſtruc- 
tion of this Outwork. It is true that I do 
ſuppoſe the illuſtrious Teſtimony of Phlegon 
not to be a Teſtimony « for the Darkneſs at 
« the Crucifixion.” But the point Mr. ar- 
burton has in hand is, to ſhew that this Teſti- 
mony is an Outuorꝶ of Rx LIG ION. If any one 
will grant, or can prove Phlegon to have witneſ- 
ſed to „ the darkneſs at the Crucifixion“ of 
Chriſt, it might indeed then be urged as an 


lluſtrious Teſtimony to that Darkneſs. But 


35 it never has been proved to have relation to 


That Darkneſs, the abſolute denial that Phle- 


g's Teſtimony had relation to that particular 
Darkneſs cannot poſſibly be undermining R- 
L1610N, or any Outwork of Religion, unleſs 
That Darin, and Rel: gion be the fame 
thing. 

3. But let Mr. n ſuppoſe chat Re- 
gion in general, and Chriſtianity in particular 
are the ſame thing. Then He takes for grant- 
ed, without Proof, without Evidence, that 
Phleg an's Teſtimony relates to the © Darkneſs 
þ at the Crucifixion” ; or is an Outer of 

briſtianity. Could he prove this, (Which it is 
not in "M power to do,) then he might 1n- 

2 deed 
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deed have ſome pretenſe for ſaying, that Phi- 
gon's Teſtimony 1s © an Outwork of Religion,” 
But Phlegon mentions no Unnatural Darkneſs 
He mentions no Time of the Year at which an 
unnatural Darkneſs happened : He mentions 
nothing but a very famous Echpſe ; and in 


fact there was a very great and remarkable | 


_ Eclipſe that year. Now let Mr. Warburtm 
prove, that Phlegon did not ſpeak of an Eclipſe 
in November, but of an unnatural Darkneſs in 


April, if He can. If he cannot, then to at- 


| tack that illuſtrious Teſtimony is not to attack 
an Outwork of Chriſtianity, but a miſtaken 
application of a Teſtimony to what it has 10 
manner of Relation. | | 


4. But let us ſuppoſe the Teſtimony of | 


Phlegon to relate to the Darkneſs at the 
«& Crucifixion ” ; and let us ſuppoſe that Dark- 
neſs to be © unnatural” ; (Both which Mr. 
Warburton ought to have proved, but neither 
of them has he Hardineſs enough to attempt; ) 


He fays that I made uſe of a Mathematical 


UNBELIEVER ” as an Engineer, Does Mr. 


Warburton believe the Divine Legation, and | 


thus dare to ſpread Abuſe, and calumniate his 
Neighbour ? I publiſhed the Calculations of 
Four different Perſons : Three of whom were 


as able and as Good Aſtronomers as any in 
Europe, Three of Theſe agreed to a very 
Trifle in the Computation of this EcLIPSE, (For, 
Phlegon never calls it an Unnatural Darkneſs, | 
but it is an Eclip/e which He bears —_— | 
5 | tO.) 


— ej ww . => — Mk. © ©» 


np 


=> 


oO » go — . MN. Ty, 2 — BY 


— WH > 


( 13) 


to.) and They named the Stars which might 


have been — on that Occaſion: and Phlegon 


tells us, that the Stars appear d. Now I hiv 
a Right to demand of this man of Abuſe, 

explain what He means by making Uſe t a 
Mathematical Unbeliever to blow up the ; ort 
of Religion. Muſt all be Unbelievers that at- 
tempt to compute the Eclipſe mentioned by 
Phlegon ? Does he do ſervice to Religion, docs 
he do it to Chriſtianity, to ſpread about idle 
Rumors of Great Men's Unbelief, ſuppoſing 
them true ? Can He prove what he ſays, when 
call'd upon ? If He has heard any idle Expreſ- 
ſions of any man, or any idle reports of any 
man, will they amount to evidence of his Un- 
belief ? Or what has Unbelief to do in this 
Aﬀair ? It had been more pertinent in Mr. 
Warburton to have ſhewn the falſhood of the 
_ Calculations, than to charge any one of the 
Calculators with Unbelief. But He knows that 
tis eaſier to throw dirt, than to dare to attempt 
to confute thoſe Calculations : Nor will he un- 
dertake the defence of that Te/#imony, notwith- 
ſtanding all this pretence of its being an 1/luf- 


trious Teſtimony to the unnatural darkneſs at the 


Crucifixion ; and to RELIGION. 

The next ſtep he charges me with taking, 
in order to undermine Religion is, © The pre- 
© tending to free the Goſpel from Superſi1- 
t tion, by writing the Scripture Doctrine of 
* Demoniacks, For you muſt know, fays 
« he, The Scripture Doctrine of a thing, No 

cc TY © 
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ce the Phraſe in faſhion to prove, Nothing,” ” 
P. 150. 
Bryuppoſing it to be ſo with Mr. Marburton: 
Did I ever publiſh any Book entitled The Scrip- 
ture Doctrine of Demoniacks ? Let therefore the 
Scripture Doctrine of a thing, be * a Phraſe in 
Faſhion ; ” Be it a Phraſe © 70 prove nothing ” 


Be it what Mr. Warburton pleaſes —S omething, 


Nothing— What is That to me, who have 
never yet uſed that faſhionable Phraſe as the 
? itle to any Book of Mine ? So that here 

Mr. Warburton is quite miſtaken, and 
the faid nothing that has any poſſible Applica- 
tion to me, againſt whom he deſign'd ſome- 
thing maliciouſly witty. 

From this This exact Reaſoner, proceeds to 
what I have faid about Prophecies ; ; and be- 
cauſe I have pleaded for the Single Senſe of 
Prophecies, He concludes, that I have © ffruck 
e af Prophecies.” p. 150. © And thus”, fays 
he, © we ſee a cautious indeed, but a regular 
« and ſteady and determined purpoſe -: The 
„ Approaches are made in form; the Trenches 
ce opened ; the Batteries plaid ; the Breach 
<« ſtormed; and at laſt the o L D HOL LOW 
«© Fortreſs of Religion blown up into the Air.” 


P. 151, 152. 


Tal me, You that are not to be © fender 


to my bad Logicl, tell me, what Connexion 
=: wie is in all this! How is RELIGION con- 


cerned, ſuppoſing what I have ſaid about Phe. 


gon's Teſtimony to be either True or Polſc? 
Sup- 


- 0s] 

Suppoſing what I have faid about Demoniacs, 
right or wrong, How is RELIGION concern- 
ed? Did Mr. Mede endeavour to © blow up the 
« Fortreſs of Religion,” when he declared his 
Opinion about the Demonzacs of the Goſpel ? 
Did all thoſe learned and great men, who did 
not conceive Phlegon's Eclipſe to be the fame 


with the darkneſs at the Crucifixion, deſign to 


e blow up RELIGION? Who is it that has 


introduced ſuch decent Language as — ** the 


Old hollow Fortreſs of Religion ? Is it not 
Mr. Warburton £ Is not Religion always the 
fame, founded in the nature of things? Or if 


by Religion he means Chriſtianity, Is it not as 


ſtrong, as ſecure, as free from attacks, if Phle- 


gen be, or be not, admitted as an evidence to 


that darkneſs mentioned in the Goſpels? Or if 
you will have him admitted, is it certain that 
he ſpeaks of the ſame Fad? © Is he a clear Evi- 
dence ? Is fach a credulous, ſuperſtitious, fa- 
bulous Author of ſuch mighty Importance to 


Religion; Or to the Chriſtian Religion, which 


v ſuppoſed to be the ſame thing, by this exact 
Rea/oner 2 But This it is to be a Good Logician, 
and a Good Critick ! Which if it conſiſts in 
uch reaſoning as hitherto has appeared in Mr. 
Warburton, 1 envy him not the Pleaſure, or 
the Enjoyment of it. 

Thus it is that He retorts upon me, what 
was ſaid by my friend Mr. P upon him; 
without ſimilitude of circumſtances, without 
onnerion, or foundation: He proceeds to 
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(7 
whiſper it, though © gently in my car,” that 
what He hath faid about the Double meaning of 
Prophecies is the occaſion of all my Hoſtli- 
&« Jity againſt him”, p. 152. As if my Diſ- 
ſent in Opinion was a real Hoſtility; or as if I 
began Hoſtility, as he calls it, with him: un- 
leſs it be Heftility not to FLATTER, not to | 
commend what I cannot approve; not to 
up every thing that the JesvITs of Trevoux, 
or thoſe of Paris have ſo much commended, 
I own that I never could ſee the Truth of the 
Premiſſes of his Demonſtration made out: Nor 
have I ever met with one ſingle Perſon, that 
thinks them proved. Forgive me this Provo- 
cation. I deſired to ſee the Truth of this Pro- 
poſition made out,. That all Legiſſators, Moſes 
excepted, made the Doctrine of a Providence 
in its full extent, or a future State of Rewards 
and Puniſhments, either the Preface to, or the 
Samction of their Laws. Hath He done it? No. 
Hath he proved that any One Legiflator of | 
Old made a Future State of Rewards and Pu- 
niſhments, the Sanction of his Laws, or the 
| Preface to them, more than Moſes has? He 
hath not proved it of One ; Tle repeat it, 
He hath not proved it of One; and I will add, 
that it is not in his power to name One, Sin- 
gle Legiſlator, that did ſo more than Moſes has, 
though he pretends that Al of them did ſo. 
Here therefore is one great defect in his De- 
monſtration ; and this was the Point I thought 
him, and till think him, moſt immediately 

| Concerned 
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concerned to make good. But this is prudent- 
ly left to ſhift for itſelf : And all he fays to it 
is contained in this Remark « Moſes wes in 
« his [Dr. Sykes's] Opinion, but of the s ame 
« SpECIES With the Pagan Lawgivers.” 


of what Species Moſes was, let Mr. ur- 
burton enquire : He ſeems to have always ap- 

ed and acted as a Man: His Voice, his 
Shape, his Life, his Death, ſhewed him to be 
a Man; mach ſuch a creature as Zaleucus or 
Charondas. He was indeed directed by God; 
and he acted as a Mediator betwixt God and 
the Children of Iſrael; and if this made him 
of any other Species than Zaleucus was, then 
it is not Dr. Sykes's Opinion, that He was 
« but of the fame ſpecies with the Pagan 
* Lawgivers,” but of another Species, dif- 
ferent from them. 
Conſcious to himſelf that He was playing 
ſome little Trick, and willing to impoſe on his 
Reader, Mr. Warburton refers to a Note at 
the bottom of the Page, upon theſe words, 
e Moſes was in his Opinion, but of the /ame 
« Spectes with the Pagan un His 
words are theſe. 

e That 1 do Dr. Sykes no wrong, when I 
N * lay He regards Meſes as of the ſame Spe- 
cies, and puts him upon the veRY SAME 
footing with the Heathen Legiſlators _ 
pears from his own words, This Doctrine 
*a * future State was univerſally believed: New 
C Moſes, 


1 ä 
te Moſes, as a Legiſlator, was ta lay down Laus 
ec to the Jews, and he was to incorporate their 
% NATIONAL Religion into their Civil Lau. 
% This was done, not by inculcating what wa; 

 ®. univerſally received and believed by them, but 
« by inculcating ſuch e as were to make the 
« NATIONAL Religion of the Jews. And in | 
e this he did EXACTLY what other Legiſa- 
« tors did: What was uſefull to the State He 
* admitted into the body of his Laus; and ſ. 

« far as it was uſefull to the State: But far. 
« ther than That, neither He nor Halen 
concerned themſelves.” Bo OD 
As ſoon as I read the Words, — © That! 
do Dr. Sykes no Wrong”, — Sure I was that 
ſome Miſrepreſentation worthy of Mr. Mar. 
burton, was going on. He regards Moſes as of 
the ſame Species with the Pagan Lawgivers. | 
Well; go on. — And He puts him upon 
. the very ſame Footing wah the Pagan 
te Lawgivers. What? in every reſpect upon 
the. very ſame footing ? Univerſally, upon the 
ame Fuoting? Or is it only in reſpect of one 
articular thing, concerning which I was {peak- 
inge But the good Man does me © 10 wrong”, | 
(ſo He would — it thought) in perverting a 
particular Aſſertion into an univerſal one; and 
this purely in kindneſs to me to hide my WW, 
« Blunders, and my Bluſhes,” For thus he 
goes ON, 
© In which ſhort Period are contained theſe 
ce four propoſitions — That it is not the Prac- A 
66 tice 1 


A 


5 
« tice of Legiſlators to inculcate what is uni- 
« verſally believed + That a future State 
« does not make one point of National Reli- 
gion — And for a good reafon, becauſe — 
Mi That a future 18 not uſefull tO Society — 
« That further than the good of the State 
« Moſes concerned himſelf na more than Za- 


« eucus or any other Heathen Legiſlator.” 


Then follows this Remark — «© How much 
has this Author to THANK me for, when 
« inſtead of expoſing the other three parts of 
hid book which abound with theſe beauties 
in every page, I confined myſelf to this, 
'* where the natural Obſcurity of the Subject 
* hides both his Blunders and his Bluſbes.“ 
5. 154. ws 1 25 
Suppoſe now that I were to admit, (which 
| do not) that all theſe Four Propoſitions were 
contained in the words quoted from me, Does 
It follow that I make no difference, none at 


givers did. True; in the point, in the one fingle 
font 1 am ſpeaking of, vig. Not profeſſedly ta 
peak of a future State, or to make it the Sanc- 
tim of his Laws. If I am miſtaken in this, 


that Zaleucus or Charondas have done ſome- 
thing more than Meſes as to this point: Nay, 
whereas Mr. Warburton, ſet out with aſſerting 
that a/ the Legiſlators of Old endeavoured to 
propagate Religion by © making the Doctrine 

1 . of 


al, betwixt Moſes and the Pagan Legiſlators? 
Yes; but I ſay, he did exactly what other Lau- 


t is eaſy to ſhew my miſtake, by ſhewing : 
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( 20) 
te of a Providence in its full Extent the grand 
& Sanction of their Laws,” and afterwards en- 
deavoured to ſoften the crude Expreſſion, by 
ſaying that they © prefaced and introduced 
e their Laws by the inculcating the Doctrine 
te of a Providence in 27s full extent,” — He 
cannot prove either of theſe Propoſitions : He | 
cannot prove either of them true of All the 
Legiſlators of old: He cannot prove either of 
them true of any one of them, more than of 
Moſes : And if he attempts to prove the Truth 
of either of thoſe Propoſitions in any of them, 
I will undertake to prove that Mecſes has done 
as mich, nay more than any of them, by ſhew- | 
ing that Moſes has expreſſed himſelf at leaſt 
more ſtrongly than any of the Legiſlators of An- 
tiquity have done, (let him pitch upon whom | 
he pleaſes,) to make the Doctrine of a Provi- 
dence in its full Extent the grand Sanction of | 
his Inſtitutions. Now if the Doctrine of | 
future State of Rewards and Puniſhments be | 
not made the Sanction of Zaleucus's, or any 
other Pagan Lawgivers, Laws, more than 
it is of Meſes's Law, in Tis they are upon 
the ſame footing, how much ſoever their differ- 
ence may be in Other points. 

I am now in common Juſtice to © thank 
Mr. Warburton for his fingular Civility to me; 
in attempting to © hide my blunders and my 
e Bluſhes.” Yes Sir, I do Zhank Him for m/- | 
repreſenting me here, becauſe it is a manifeit 
proof that he had no other way to _ 0 
rem:c 


( 28 } 


refute what I had urged againſt him. Let 
him try; Let him prove that Zaleucus, that 
Charondas, nay that any one old Legiſlator, made 
a future State of Rewards and Puniſhments the 
Sanction of his Laws, more than Moſes has: 
Nay I will go further, Let him prove that 
Zaleucus or Charondas ever prefaced or intro- 
guced their Laws with the Notion of a Provi- 
dence in its full extent. Surely what He has 
told us they ALL did, He can prove true of 
ONx at leaſt ; or elſe this bold Adventurer in 
the Region of Paradox will return with poor 
Materials for his Demonſtration. 
But to conſider his four Propoſitions which 
he ſays are contained in my words. | 
1ſt. © That it is not the practice of Legiſa 
e Jators to inculcate what is univerſally be- 
e heved.” Let him put in one little word, 
viz. All, and I admit the Propoſition. Read 
it thus, It is not their Practice, to inculcate all 
that is univerſally believed and let Mr. War- 
burton make the moſt of it. 2dly. “ That a 
future State does not make One point of 
e National Religion.“ Here likewiſe put in 
a little word, viz. Always, and underſtand by 
National Religion, what is peculiar to the Na- 
tion, which is the Idea I had annexed to thc 
word, and this propoſition is true. Otherwiſe 
it is Mr. Warburton's own propoſition, and 
not mine. 2dly. © That a future State is not 
* uſeful to Society.“ This likewiſe like the 
other muſt be explained; for it may be uſe- 
| ful 
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ful to Society, and yet not be a Law enacted 


by the Legiſlator. Zaleucus never made it the 


Sanction of his Laws; nor Charondas; nor is it 


in the XII Tables; nor in any other old Legiſ. 


lator; and conſequently how aſeful foever o 


Society it may be, yet in fact none of the 


Legiſlators of old applied it to Society as | 


Sanction of their Laws. Athly. That Moſes 
« concerned himſelf no more than Zaleucus 
_ ©& further than with what was uſeful to the 
< State.” So that of the four Propoſitions for 
which I am to bluſh, Two are his own falſe- 


hoods : the third is impertinent ; or if it is to 


the point, it comes not up to what it is brought 
for : and as to the fourth, let him diſprove it, 
if he fairly conſiders the occafion of its being 
mentioned. Rb 
I eam now ready to wait upon him in his 
Remarks, and ſhall take them in his own 
. Order. L | 
I 


ts Pf: Remark relates towhathe oi an 


« immaterial cheat, and is deſign'd only to 
let the Reader into my * Manners”, p. 159. 
Now if it be © an immaterial Cheat ”, it is 
_ unworthy Mr. Warburton to have taken no- 
tice of it. But let us have it out; for a Cheat, 
material or immaterial, I would not willingly 
lye under the Imputation of. I had obſerved 
that Mr. Warburton had faid— © Moſt Writers 
ce ſuppoſe the Theocracy to have ended with 
* the Judges; but ſcarce any bring it 1 . 
| =: t 


— ( 23) 
than the Captivity: On the contrary I [Mr. 
Harburton] hold that in ſtrict truth and pro- 
« priety it ended not till the coming of Chriſt”, 
p. 404. Having cited this Paſſage, and Page, 
(for this is of mighty conſequence towards the 
Cheat „) 1 go on thus — © HERE it is 
« that He attacks Dr. Spencer's Diſſertation on 
the Jewiſh Theocracy.” Now comes Mr, 
Warburton with his Remark. — © Few An- 
« ſwerers have ſtuck at Miſrepreſentation; but 
« then it was to carry on their buſineſs, the 
« ManufaQtory of falſe Argument, Our Ex- 
« miner, on tbe CONTRARY, ſeems to do it 
« only to keep his hand in uſe ; — In a ward, 
« the whole is a fugied Miſrepreſentation of all 
« I faid on this Subject. Pray, what is the 
CONTRARY to carrying on faiſe Argument? 
ls it not carrying on frue Argument? If there- 
fore I carry on the contrary to Falſe Argument, 
what is the Complaint of Mz/repreſentation and 
Cheat? But I quote p. 404, and fay, © HERR 
Git is that he attacks Spencer,” No, ſays the 
man that hates a Cheat”, The very 
* mention of Spencer does not commence till 
*FOURTEEN Pages afterwards.” It is a 
* Cheat” then to quote a wrong Page; and, 
no doubt, it is a groſs one in me to be guilty 
of ſo heinous an Offence. But is not Mr. 
Warburton gyilty of the fame kind of Cheat # 
aid, it ſeems, that he attached Spencer at 
þ. 404, referring to a Section in which he 
confutes firſt Le Clerc, who © borrowed all his 
; Argu- 


* 
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&« Arguments from Spencer, and then Spence- 
himſelf, and which Section begins at p. 404, 
No, ſays Mr. Warburton, it is not HERE, vis; 
404. thatTattack Spencer. te The very men- 
te tion of Dr. Spencer does not commence till 


c pOURTEEN pages afterwards,” viz. p. 414. 
Add then 14 to 404, and muſt not the mention 


of Dr. Spencer commence p. 418? How then 


did it begin at page 414 ? Excuſe this trifling, 


when I have to do with a creature of this caſt, 
But perhaps the (Cheat lies in this. Mr. 
Marburton had obſerved © that moſt Writers 
« ſuppoſe the T heocracy to have ended with 
« the Judges; ſcarce any bring it lower than 
<« the Captivity. I myſelf ſuppoſe it continued 


to the Time of Chriſt. That Dr. Spencer 
« wrote a weak and inconſiſtent book on this 


<< Subject.” The Cheat then may lye, in my 
ſaying Are we not now to imagine that Dr. 


Spencer was one of thoſe writers that ſuppoſed 


the Theocracy to have ended with the Judges? 
Whereas it ſeems the charge upon Spencer, 
was his writing a weak © and inconſiſtent 
« book ” only. 

Now, when moſt writers' make the Theo 
cracy end with the Judges, ſcarce any bring i 
lower than the Captivity, and Dr. Spencer | 
charged with arguing „upon the Suppoſition 
<« of an abſolute and entire Abrogation by the 
< eſtabliſhment of the Kings”, D. L. p. 416, 


is it a cheat to ſay, Are we not now to imagine 


Dr. Spencer Was one of thoſe writers that 1 
ofa 


2 


— 1 3 1 1 


5 ( 25 ) - 
wed the Theocracy to have ended with the Fudges? 


But fince the good man allows the Cheat to 
be immaterial; judge whether this ſhews 


« Manners” or Mr. Warburton's, ſince he has 


not ſhewn the leaſt mark of a Cheat, be it 
material, or not, 


II: | 

Mr. Warburton calls Dr. Spencer's Notion of 
a gradual Progreſs, and gradual Declenfion of 
the Theocracy an Abſurdity. To ſhew this 
Notion not to be an Abſurdity, J obſerved 
what Spencer intended by the word 7. 5 ; 
and that he was conſiſtent with Himſelf. 
contradiction to this, Mr. Warburton _—_— 
to prove Dr. Spencer not truly conſiſtent with 
bimſelf, but inconſiſtent with Mr. Warburton, 
For ſays he, When God is pleaſed to aſſume 
« the Character of a Civil Magiſtrate, he 
© muſt like all other Civil Magiſtrates enter 
« into his Office at once, and leave- it at 


© once.” Rem. p. 160. Now Dr. Spencer 
under his Term, Theocracy, expreſsly takes in 


all the time that the Jews were under the 
immediate Direction and Dominion of God; 
not only from the Time of the Horeb Cove- 
nant, but from their Departure out of Egypt. 
As this was the Definition which Dr. Spencer 
had expreſsly given, and which comprehended 
all the time that God did, xsaT#, exerciſe 
a peculiar Dominion over the Jews, whatever 
was the manner in which he did it, He is 


D n 


11 
1 
73 
'T 


* 1 

2 

4 

* 7 

- 

bo 15 

if 1 

4 | Bu 
„ Ry 

t 25 

. 
33 
1 41 
*$ > eg, 
19 . 

þ 

- 

4 o 

- 

* 


4133 
— 


— ” es 4 


b . 25 
- * e —: AAA — 
C - 933 *% 26:55 - & — - +: -_ e — "ge op py — — — hy ng ye Du — -Amagny * 

£ b . S774 T e * 1 I. RE EY " - l l 
— * — 1 © - b 5 . 2 5 — 5 3 n — 9 8 = 

a, V7 — ee mT" I. AAP = 4-8 PF. BS nt — n ; - — — 2 8 

— "+ * - h x PM HEY a 5 > " — a mf} » 3 2 — 
I — w - s - a * 3 KS 2 — 2 eng, 7 — 5 - 2 
. wy ge Begg” my - —— —— — . — 2 2s * — r . ad 
* —_ hrs 5 = 0 


on — - = 


— — 


rr r 8 _ 
1 PRA "- kl 


1. 


guilty of no Abſurdity or Inconſiſtency with 
himſelf : He differs indeed from Mr. Mar. 
burton in the uſe of a Word, which He had 
defined. But ſays Mr. Warburton, © if he 
« intended all the time, that the Jews were 
« under the direct Dominion of God, he 


* ſhould have uſed the Word Legi/lature, and | 


© not Theocracy.” Rem. 161. That is, Tho 
God exerciſed an immediate Dominion over the 
Fews all that Time, from their departure out 
of Egypt, to the Horeb Covenant; and did 
give Laws but in a part of that time, yet 
Dr. Spencer ought to have uſed a word that 


fignifies nothing but giving Laws, and does 


not expreſs immediate and direct Dominion. 
Thus is Dr. Spencer proved guilty of Abſur- 
dity ! FEE = 5 


III. 


It was argued, that if there was any Ab- 
ſurdity in Dr. Spencer's ſpeaking of a graduai 


. Declenfion of God's Government, it may be 


juſtified by Mr. Warburton's own Authority, 

For he himſelf ſpeaks of the gradual with- 

drawing the extraordinary Providence from the 
es. | 


Io this the Anſwer is, Our Advocate has 

ee here fairly convicted himfelf of a degree of 
* Ignorance that I never would have ventured 
* to ſaſpe of him.” My Ignorance is great 
enough, and I am ready enough to own it; 
But what is it that Here I am charged with? 


3 


. A = a. 


* 
— 


* 
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Why, Not knowing the difference between 
« the Form of Government, and the Ad. 
« mmiſtration of it.” | 7 

The word, Government, in Engliſh, com- 
prehends Both theſe Ideas: : And ſol think 
does the word Theocracy, which implies the 


form of Government and the extraordinary 


Providence exerciſed or uſed in the Manner of 
Governing. And therefore I take it to be 
proper Language, to fay there was a Declen- 
/m or 1mminution of the Theocracy, or a gra- 
dual withdrawing of the Theocracy. © Yes, 
but Dr. Spencer talked of a gradual decline 
of the Form of Government; I of the gra- 
« dual Decline of the Adminiſtration of it“, 
þ.163. This does not appear in Him: But in 
Mr. Warburton it appears, that the Theocracy and 
the Extraordinary Providence were inſeparable. 

Now it is over and over aſſerted (by a degree 
of Contradiction that I never would have ven- 


{parable things were in fact ſeparated. And 
it this be the Caſe, the Theocracy dechned, 
or {ſuffered Imminution. For if the Govern 


have what is abſurdly faid in the nature of 
lings to be inſeparable from it; or if the Go- 
vernor d1d not exerciſe that Providence which 
once he did, and yet continued to exerciſe Go- 
rernment, then his Government ſuffered Im- 


mation, or declenſion from what it once 
Was, 


D 2 5 


tured to ſuſpect in any Writer) that theſe I 


ment, the Theocricy, did not continue to 


— 
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Hut it is replied, The Theocracy does not 
decline, but the Adminiſtration of it. 

The Theocracy we are told has an inſepa- 
rable Quality annexed to it, vig. an extraor- 
dinary Providence. If this then be true, I fay, | 
that if an Extraordinary Providence was gra. 
dually withdrawn, Then there was a gradual } 
Imminution of this inſeparable Quality. And 
when this :n/eparable Quality was totally gone, 
immediately after the Return of the Jews from 
Captivity, the Theocracy itſelf ceaſed. Here 
therefore is a Contradiction not eafily to be 
parallel'd, That the Theocracy continued to 
the days of Chriſt, and yet an nſeparabh 
Quality of it ceaſed hundreds of years before 

Chriſt. 

But let us view this in another light. It 5 

charged with Folly and Ignorance, to talk of a 
gradual declenſion or Imminution of a Form 
of Government, of e. g. Monarchy, May nat 
one Form of Government decline into another 
gradually ? A Democracy grow gradually into 
an Ariſtocracy, an Ariſtocracy into a Monarchy, 
and vice verſa ? Yes, but a Democracy conti. 
nues a Democracy till the very moment an Ari, 
tocracy begins; Or a Monarchy continues till the 
moment it ceaſes, and ſome other Form of G- 
vernment begins. Allowing this, in one Senſe, 
yet ſurely as the Power of a People gradually 
encreaſes, and they take upon themſelves the 
Execution of many Acts of Government which 
their Kings were wont to exerciſe, and by de- 

| grees 


1 
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grees they take away all Power from them, 
Does not Monarchy in ſuch a State decline, and 


at laſt vaniſh ? Is it Folly to talk of the Declen- 
fron, or Imminution of Monarchy under ſuch 
circumſtances ? The Form of Government a- 
mong the Fews was a Theocracy ; and the man- 


ner of Adminiſtration of the Government was 


by an Extraordinary Providence. This extra- 
ordinary Providence was gradually withdrawn, 
and at length totally ceaſed. When that which 
was the peculiar character of a Form of Go- 
vernment ceaſes, is not the Form itſelf ſome- 
thing changed? Does it not decline, or ſuffer 
Inminution, when its peculiar properties leſen, 
or abate? It is too mean a Quibble to argue 
otherwiſe ; and in the preſent caſe it is moſt 
abſurd, becauſe Mr. Warburton pleads for the 
Seharability of an inſeparable RON of a 
ann 


. 


The next charge brought againſt Mr. War- 
burton was, That He is not con/flent, though 
Spencer was, To wipe off this Mr. Warbur- 
ten refers to his former diſtinction betwixt the 
mode of Civil Policy and the Admini/tration of it. 
The Form of Government was Theocratical ; 
The Adminiration was by an extraordinary 
Providence, which was inſeparable from the 
mode of Policy. The Inconſiſtency therefore 
of Mr. Warburton lies in this, That He had 
inſiſted upon a Theocracy and an Extraordinary 

Providence 
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Providence to be inſeparable, and yet that the 
Theacracy continued to the days of Jeſus Chriſt, 
and the extraordinary Providence ceaſed ſome 
hundreds of years before the days of Chriſt, 
z, e. Two things nſeparable were in fact ſe 
rated, and continued Separated ſeveral Hun- 


dred years. A Contradiction! which Mr. Wer. | 


burton thinks himſelf able to defend. 


Mr. Warburton begins his 5th Seftion— 


« But, now for a Mafter/iroke, worthy an An- 
ce ſwerer by Profeſſion.” And IT am fo vell 


ſatisfied in the Truth and Juſtneſs of the Ob- 


jection I had made, that I am contented to 


put the Iſſue of the debate upon this ſingle 
point. I had argued, that by his v7 Conceſ- 


Fon, the Theocracy ſubſiſted many hundred 


years without an extraordinary Providence ; 
and yet He had maintained an extraordinary 
Providence to be a neceſſary conſequence of, and 
inſeparable from the Theocracy. This I thought, 
and ſtill think, a ſelf-evident Contradiction. 


How he endeavours to explain this away we 


ſhall ſee preſently ; but here it is that He 6 
ingeniouſſy, ſo dextrouſly, with ſo much Hu- 
mour, interprets a paſſage in my Letter, and 
gives us a Maſterſtroke of his Wit. I had 


ſaid, that if he gave me the Satisfaction I 


wanted, He ſhould find in me a mind open t1 
Conuiction. This He conſtruss, —He ſhould 


find in me © a Man who had been often con- 
= Qed.” | 


$ 


97. 
« yicted,” Is this Perverſion of words con- 
fitent with Moral Honeſiy? Is This the Man 


that writes for the Truth of any Religion? Is this 


the man that pretends to believe a Divine Le- 
gation in Moſes, or in any one elſe, thus know- 
ingly and wilfully to pervert any ones mean- 
ing? Let Him Write for the Credibility of a 
Divine Legation as long as He pleaſes, yet if 
he can be ſo eaſily, ſo palpably, convicted of 
groſs mſrepreſentation, and abuſing an Adver- 
fry, He'le do more Harm to his cauſe by his 
Inmoral Behaviour, than He will be capable 
of doing good by all his Labours in Defence of 


Religion. The Beſt he ſays for this way of 


writing is — Laſiſi ſatis, p. 244. But he for- 
gets that this is caſting firebrands, arrows and 
cath, and ſaying Am 1 not in Sport. 
But to return to the Subject. In Order to 
ſew my charge of Contradiction to be unjuſt, 
He ſays — © The Truth is, I had expreſlly 


© very Objection in the 420th page of the 
Second Volume of the Divine Legation -— 
«* where I have this Note at the bottom of the 


Intimation with them; as if I had not done 
Juſtice to Mr. Warburton, by omitting all No- 
tice of this important Note at the bottom of the 
Page? Is it not deſigned to prejudice the Rea- 
der, as if I had omitted fo remarkable a paſ- 
lage? Is He not to imagine that when Mr. 


« had 
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* page.” Now do not theſe words carry an. 


Mar burton tells him, © The Truth is that he 
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had in a certain note confuted this Obſec- 
te tion,” that J had not dealt fairly by him, 
in taking no notice of ſo material a Point? 
Whereas, 1. The real Truth is, there is no 
Note at all in that page, or in any other Page 
of my Edition, wherein he has con/idered and 
confuted this very Objection. He ſhould there- 
fore in common Honeſty have told the þv/: 
Truth; and have ſaid that he had inſerted ſuch 
a Note in the 2d Edition. But as he has vin- 
dicated himſelf, the Reader is to be impoſed 
on, and made to believe or imagine that I had 
not done him Juſtice in not taking notice of 
the Note. Has not Mr. Warburton a right to 
talk of Maßterſtroles worthy an Anſwerer by 
Profeſſion ? And does he not know - how to 
uſe them ? But, * 

2. Since He has here given us the Note, | 


* 


muſt beg leave to ſay, that it is ſo far from 


removing the difficulty, that it has left the Ob- 
jection in its full Strength. He had laid it 
down, © That an Extraordinary Providence 
ce was one Neccſſary Conſequence of, and inſe- 
ce parable from a Theocracy. The Objection 
was, that by his own Confeſſion Theſe two 
things were in fact Separated. *© To explain 
ce this”, he ſays, © that He muſt needs mean 
« that it was ſo [v:2. inſeparable] in its original 
« Conſtitution, and in the eſtabliſhed nature of 
« things, FOR as this extraordinary Provi- 
e dence was, beſdes, a Reward for Obedience 


© to the Theocracy, it became ſubject F a 
| « fol- 


dei 


(33) 
« forfeiture by Diſobedience arid Rebellion, 
« though Subjection to the Government ſtill 
« continued.” Now, „ 
1. The Note is upon the word Hiſecparable: 
And he tells us that he muſt xEEDS nean that 
the extraordinary Providence was in its ori- 


ginal Conſtitution, and in the eſtabliſbed na- 


« ture of things” inſeparable from the Thec- 
cracy. Now how does it appear to be inſepa- 
rable © in the eſtabliſhed nature of things,” 


when in fact it was Separated? Or how was 


one of theſe the © neceſſary conſequence '' of the 
Other, when in fact the Separation was the 
ſtrongeſt proof poſſible that the One was not 
the NECESSARY conſequence of the Other. 

2. An Inſeparability «© in the Original Con- 
«* fitution, and in the Eſtabliſbed Nature of 
things, is an Argument à priori againſt ſe- 


taordinary Providence could not ceaſe, whilſt 
the Theocracy continued. But ſince the Ex- 
uaordinary Providence did in fad? ceaſe, the 
Conſequence is, that there was no Inſepurabi- 


© bliſhed Nature of things.” Mr. Warburton 
proceeds to aſſign a Reaſon why He muſt 
needs mean, that the extraordinary Providence 
was inſeparable in the Original Conftitution 
and eſtabliſhed nature of things. 

3. < FOR as this extraordinary Providence 
„was, beſides,” — Beſides what? Bides its 
being inſe parable in its original 9 

| E —_— 


parability in fact; and will A wah that the Ex- 


ity © in the Original Conſtitution and Eſta- 
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and in the eſtabliſhed nature of things. Thi 
was the point to be proved; and He 

the ſentence with what was to look like at- 


tempting to prove ſomething — © FOR x 


&« this extraordinary Providence was a Re- 
* ward for Obedience — it became ſubject to 


« a forfeiture.” But this is no proof that the | 


extraordinary Providence was znſeparable in 


** the original conſtitution,” but that it was | 


eparable in that, and in the <« eſtabliſhed na- 


ce ture of things.” So that hitherto the Note | 


does not help him out of the difficulty. Let 
him go on. 
4. EF OR as this Extraordinary Provi- 
© dence was, befides, a Reward for Obedi- 
« ence to the Theocracy, it became ſubje& 


« to a forfeiture by Diſobedience.” If 6, 


it was not inſeparable from the Theocracy ; 
but was by the very Suppoſition ſeparable, as 
depending upon Obedience or Di ſobedience of a 
people, who always were ſtiffnecked, and un- 
ruly. He makes therefore what was nſepara- 


ble, as he ſays, in the nature of things, . ſepara- 
ble by Diſobedience; which is an Abfurdity in | 


terms. | 

5. He goes on, This extraordinary provi- 
dence—became ſubject to a forfeiture by — 
« Rebellion, though Subjection to the Govern- 
« ment {till continued.” This is a new fort 
of Rebellion againſt a Government, whilſt ju 
jection to it till continued, How is Rebellim 


and Subj ection to a Government to be carried 
on 


(35 
on at the fame time? Mr. Warburton may 
write ABOUT Government all his Life, before 
he will be able to reconcile ſuch Abſutdities, 
as Rebellion againſt, and Suhec sien to a Govern 
ment ſtill continued. 

6. In the Eſabliſbed nature of * an Ex- 
traordinary Providence, and a 'Theocracy. are 

inſeparable. It were to be wiſhed that Mr. 
Warburton would have condeſcended to have 
told us, what he meant by the eſtabliſhed 
« nature of things.” Who was it that %- 
Hliſhed them fo as to make them inſeparable, 
and at the fame time put them upon a con- 
dition that made them in fact Separable ? 
Should he ſay that God made them 7nſeparable 
on the conditicn of Obedience, but Separable 
on the condition of Diſobedicnce, to his Laws, 
then Mr. Warburtor's poſition is . falſe, © that 
« if the Jews were really under a Theocracy 
they were really under an extraordinary Pro- 
vidence. And if a Theocracy was only 
% pretended, yet an extraordinary Providence 
* muſt neceſſarily be pretended likewiſe : In a 
word, they muſt be both true or both falſe, 
A but ſtill inſeparable.” D. Leg. p. 419. The 

Jews were under a Theocracy ; And That 
Theocracy continued by Suppoſition to the 
days of Chriſt : Now if the extraordinary Pro- 
vidence ceaſed long before Chriſt's days, what 
is offered in this Note does not explain the In- 
ſeparability of thoſe Two things, but aſſerts 
the Separability, in flat contradiction to the 
E 4 - word 


( 36) 
word Inſeparable upon which the Note was 
made. T4. 

7. Perhaps the other words which Mr. War- 
burton has uſed may convince him, if it be 
poſſible, of his miſtake. He tells us that the 
extraordinary Providence was the neceſſary con- 
ſequence of the Theocracy. And indeed if 
they were inſeparable, the One muſt be the ne- 
ceſſary conſequence of the Other. But when a 
man has owned that an extraordinary Provi- 
dence might be forfeited, and ſeparated, it is 
impoſſible for him to ſhew the One a neceſſary 
_ conſequence of the Other, ſince it can be no 


more than a mere accidental conſequence at | 


"moſt. 


Providence from the Theocracy, illuſtrates his 
meaning by a Domeſtic inſtance. © A voice 


e in the ſupreme Council of the Kingdom is 


„the NECESSARY conſequence of an Engliſh 
© Barony : Yet they MAY BE SEPARATED 
* by a Judicial Sentence, and actually have 
* been ſo, as in the caſe of the famous Lord 
 * Bacon, who was deprived of his Seat in the 
©. Houſe of Lords, and yet held his Barony.” 
P. 172. This puts me fo much in mind of his 
own words, that I cannot forbear uſing them. 


„What muſt we do with our Writer under 
« 


N 


Laſtly, Mr. Warburton for the better Expli- | 
cation of this Inſeparability of the extraordinary | 


this ſtrange Idioſyncraſy? The general cafe | 
of ſuch Kind of writers, when they ſtum- | 
ple, is, to run inſtinctively as it were from | 

| «ther | 
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« their own blunders : But our Author de- 

« lights to dwell upon his, affects to enjoy 

them; and when he leaves them but for A 

« moment, returns again and again to them, 

« as if enamoured of his own Image in them.” 

W /. 168. Does this © domeſtic inſtance ” prove 

WM the Inſeparability, or the Separability of a voice 
in the Council of the Nation from an Engliſ 
Barony # How, in the name of good Logic, 
does it prove a Voice to be the NC ESsARL 

conſequence of a Barony? What? is Inſepa- 
lle and neceſſary the ſame. as Separable and not 
neceſſary ? Strange Argument! that holds good 
both ways, and proves direct contraries to be 
both True! a thing, which Mr. Warburton 
alone can undertake to do. 

The Truth of the caſe was plainly this, 
That when the Theocracy began, God en- 
gaged himſelf, upon their Obedience, to be- 
ſtow particular Bleſſings upon the Fews ; Secu- 
rity againſt their Enemies; Double Crops. at 
certain Times; ſeaſonable Rains; Remark- 
able Plenty; a great Encreaſe of themſelves; 
and if at any time they were driven out of 
their land, and would heartily turn to God, 
they ſhould be brought back again: in ſhort, 
the Lord was to make them plenteous, in 
every work of. thetr hand, in the fruit of their 
body, and in the fruit of their cattle, and in the 
fruit of their land, for good. But notwith- 
ſanding all this, there were to be Widows and 
Fatherleſs; and the Poor were not t9 ceaſe out 


of 
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of the land; and there were to be needy in the 


land, Deut. xv. 11. What was promiſed; | 
God was able to perform, and - certainly was | 
determined to do it, if the children of ae! 


would perform their parts. But to talk of an 
Extraordinary Providence, as inſtþarable from 


the Theocracy, is an Abſurdity fit only for | 
Man of Paradoxes to maintain, who can either | 


hold it, or give it up as Occafion requires. 
VI. 


The 6th Section contains nothing but a 


poſitive Aſſertion that Dr. Spencer argued | 


weakly and inconſſtentiy. Which is readily 


granted, if Mr. Warburton will ftrain Dr. 
| cer's words, and force them into a mean- | 
ing which the Author ſeems not to have had | 


in view. I thought it right to interpret a word 


in a ſenſe in which it has been uſed; and 


which I conceived Candor and Good-nature 


would juſtify. But if Mr. Warburton will in. 
fiſt on the rigorous method of interpreting | 


every word, I apprehend it may be made ap- 


pear not only that Dr. Spencer was znconfiftent, | 
but that the Author of the Divine Legation | 
has argued as wea#ly and nconfiſtently, as ever 


Spencer did. 
VII. 


When He comes to confute my Interpreta- | 
tion of Spencer, where I ſaid that He was | 
much miſrepreſented ”, and " that by 1 


1 1 rogation | 
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« rogation He did did not mean a ceaſing, but 
« an Alteration and . Abatement ''— Mr. War- 
burton's Remark is— In the firſt place then 
« jt ſeems, that when one charges an Author 
« with contradiction in his Expreſſions, if he 
« had a meaning that was conſiſtent, he is 
much iſrepreſented, p. 179. No, I fay 
not ſo: But if he had © a meaning that was 
conſiſtentꝰ, and his Expreſſions will bear a 
Conſiſtency, ſurely, if there be any Candor, if 
there be any Ingenuity, if there be a grain of 
Good-nature, if a man be not a Compoſition 
of Spleen and Envy, he will not urge that as 
a Contradiction, which may eaſily and fairly be 
reconciled by only taking a word in a favour- 
able ſenſe in which good writers have uſed tt. 

The word upon which this charge againſt 
Spencer turns is, Arogatio, which I ſaid did 
not ſignify here a Cegſing, but an Alteration, 
Imminution, Abatement, Mr. Warburton re- 
ples— © Where did he get his LATIN? 
* Cicero, Livy, and ALL the Roman Writers, 
* Lawyers as well as Philoſophers, uſe it onLyY 
in the Senſe of D:fſolution, Abolition, and 
the entire ceafing of an Office or Command” 

þ. 180, Methinks fo poſitive, fo dogmatical 
an Aſſertion might have been a little ſoftened. 
Is he ſure, very ſure, that ALL Roman writers 
uſe this word only in the ſenſe of Diſſolution, 
and entire ceafing ? Is he ſure, that Abroga- 
„tion was Abolitzon in ALL NaTions and 

Languages till Dr. Sykes FIRST —_ in 

_« Abate- 


(40) 
<. Abatement.” Such Aſſurance ought to be 
inconteſtable ; and he ſhould be certain, that 
I am the very fir/t that ever took the word, 
abrogatio, to fignify, leſſening, and not total 
Diſſolution. 

I ſuppoſe Mr. Warhurton may have heard 
of one Feſtus who certainly lived before me ; 


and likewiſe of an Old Gloflary in Stephar's | 


Theſaurus, made before I was 4 Now this 
Feſtus was a Roman writer, and He interprets 
the word Abrogare, by infirmare : And does 
mfirmare ſignify the entire ceaſing, or Abolition 


of a thing? The Old Gloſſary at the End of 
Stephan' Ss Theſaurus, has it 9 Abrogo, 
47%, txt, that is, to /e//en as well as to 
mae void, 1 grant that it is often, nay uſually, | 
uſed in the ſenſe of Abolition; but to talk in 
this dogmatical way about the meaning of 


this word, ſhews him as extraordinary a Criticꝭ 
as other parts of his work ſhew him a god 
Logician. Suppoſe now Spencer to have uſed 


this word in this Senſe, for Imminutton, leſſen- | 
zng, or ſome ſuch Idea, then all his Incon- | 
faſtency is at an End: And I am not the 


FiRsT, that has interpreted Abrogation by Im- 


minution, whatever this Man of Learning pre- 


tends. 
But if it does not ſignify, Abolition, he 
aſks—< What then does it fignify ”” ? Why it 


ſignifies an Alteration and Abatement. But | 
now where did he get his Engliſh? What? 
is an Alteration of Government, « only an 


A Abat Is | 


„„ 

« Abatement of it? The Alteration of a Theo- 
« cracy We underſtand ; but what is the Abate- 
« ment of it” ? p. 180. An Alteration is cer- 
tainly made, when the Manner of Adminiſtra- 
tion is any how changed : And by Abatement 
of the Theoeracy' is meant, when God did not 
govern with 10 many or ſo ſtrong manifeſta- 
tions of his Providence over the Jews, as he 
had done. EN | 

[ had obſerved, that Spencer could not mean 
by Abrogation a total ceaſing, becauſe his great 
deſign was to ſhew that the Theocracy con- 
tinued to Chriſt's days and longer. He THERE·/ 
rox E uſes more than once a phraſe [that does 
not imply an Abolition of the Theocracy, but 
only an Alteration of it,] Regiminis mutati. 
Mr. Warburton replies © Therefore! Where- 

fore? Why becauſe by Abrogati, he meant 
only abated, therefore he uſes, mutat!, more 
than once to explain himſelf.” As if it were 
not good Senſe, and perfectly conſiſtent, firſt 
to uſe the word, abrogati, not in a ſenſe of 
tital Abolition, but of Imminution; and then to 
uſe a word which expreſſed a Change, in order 
to convey his fixed meaning. He does not 
ſuppoſe the Theocracy to have ccoſed when the 
Ijraelites deſired a King; nay he aſſerts that at 
that time, God conſented to their requeſt pure- 
ly to avoid a greater Evil. He did not ceaſe at 
that time to be their King and Governor ; nor 
could this Inference have been drawn from 
what Spencer fays ; unleſs you will force him 
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to uſe Abrogat:i, for total Abolition, and make 
Duration at the ſame time ſignify ceaſing. = 
I think we have done with Dr. Spencer; 
and it is time to paſs to ſome thing elſe. Mr, | 
Warburton ſtates the matter to be done thus... | 
He [Dr. Sykes] to objecting againſt the Ex- | 
ce traordinary Providence of Heaven: I to a2 
« Defence of this certain and neceſſary conſe- 
e quence of a Thecocracy ”, p. 183. | 
Is it poſſible to conceive, that a Man of 
common Probity, or Moral Honeſty ; Is it poſ- | 
ſible that a Man of any Regard to Truth; that | 
a man of any Religion; that a Chriſtian; that | 
one of any complexion but that of Spleen, and | 
downright Malice, could pothibly ſtate the mat- | 
ter in debate, or that was to be debated be- 
twixt us, in this wicked ſhameleſs manner? ls 
it © my proper buſineſs to object againſt the 
« extraordinary Providence of Heaven? Is it | 
the ſame thing © to object againſt the extra- 
ordinary Providence of Heaven ”, and to | 
object againſt ſuch an Adminiſtration of the ex- | 
traordinary Providence, as Mr. Warburton con- 
tends for? May not the one be rational and 


pious, and worthy of a good Man, whilſt the = 


other may be falſe and full of Impiety ? The | 
charge made by this man is, znzverſal, that it 
is © my proper buſineſs to object againſt the | 
« extraordinary Providence of Heaven“: And | 
Mr. WARBURTON has publiſhed this Scan- 
dal to all the World; when he knows that | | 
am pleading for the extraordinary — 

N ol | 
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of Heaven, in this very inſtance; though not 
abſurdly and groundleſsly, as He has done. 
I have pleaded for it in ſuch a manner as has 
obliged Him Himſelf to grant me all that I 
contend for, or deſire, as will appear preſent- 
ly : How then is it, that He could allow him- 
ſelf the Liberty of talking in this ſhameful 
ſtrain? 

iſt. then, Let Mr. Warburton lye under the 
character of a Calummator and Fa LSE Accus xk, 
a mark of real Infamy, unleſs he proves what 
He here lays to my Charge. A thing! at the 
fame time impoſſible for him to do, becauſe I 
am, and have been all along, pleading for the 
Extraordinary Providence of Heaven over the 
Jewiſh Nation. 2. Whereas He ſays I muſt 
«RETURN to my proper buſineſs to ob- 
« ject againſt the extraordinary Providence of 
« Heaven — I cannot RETURN to what I 
had never been at before: Let This therefore 


be marked as a Second inſtance of a Man that 


has no regard to what falls from his Pen— a 
tecond inftance within the Compaſs of leſs 
than three lines. Nor let him think to eſcape 
by any little Evaſion or idle Explication ; for 
ſo groſs, ſo wicked, ſo injurious, an Accuſation 
ought to be well proved, or the Author of it 
ouvht to be branded with Infamy. 

My buſineſs then is to“ Return to object- 


ing againſt the Extraordinary Providence of 


Heaven '', Mr. Warburton's © to a Defence 


© of this certain and neceſſary Conſequence of a 
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«© Theocracy.” What can one do with this 
Man? He is to defend a CERTAIN AND 
' NECESSARY conſequence of a Theocracy; a 
thing that He maintains to be inſeparablè from 
it; and yet he owns the a&ual Separation of 
them. Can a certain and neceſſary conſequence 
of any thing be actually ſeparated from it, and 
yet the thing itſelf ſubſiſt? The difference be- 
twixt Mr. Warburton and me is this. I plead- 
ed for an extraordinary Providence over the 
Jeuiſſh State in general, and denied that it ex- 
tended to private men in particular: I urged | 
that the Bleſſings and Curſes, were general and | 
national, ſuch as related to them as a People, | 
but not to particular perſons ; at the ſame time 
allowing that God did bleſs Particular Perſons 
amongſt them, as well as now he does, in all 
Nations. Mr. Warburton had ſtated - his No- 
tion, that the © Extraordinary Providence was 
% adminiſtred, 1ſt. Over the State in general, 
* 24. Over private Men in particular,” The 
firſt of theſe I contend for, as much as Mr. 
IVarburton, and therefore I am aſtoniſhed at 
this general charge, that I am © objecting 
*© againſt the extraordinary Providence of Hea- 
ven.“ The extraordinary Providence over 
the State is founded upon God's condeſcending 
to become King of the Fews, and Ruling | 
them as their Political Governor, and promi- 
ſing them certain Rewards, and threatning 
them with certain Puniſhments, according as 
they obeyed or diſobeyed his Laws. _ ; 
this 


( 45 ) 


this Government of God was over the State 
in general; it affected the State, and the Bleſ- 
ſings were promſed to That. Mr. Warburton 
undertakes to prove that the Extraordinary 
providence extended likewiſe to private men 
in particular. And with this He begins his 
Section, . 


VII. 


He firſt ſays, that His Reaſon [Mr. War- 
« burton's| holds equally ſtrong for an ex- 


« traordinary Providence over Particulars ; as 


« for the State in general, p. 185. To prove 
this, He argues, That where God conde- 
« ſcends to aſſume a Civil Character, he con- 
« deſcends to adminiſter it in a C, manner, 
„ which is done by extending his Care over 
* the whole,” True. Then, fays he, I in- 
fer upon the ſame grounds an extraordinary 
Providence over Particulars.” This Infer- 
ence being what 1s denied, He attempts to 
prove it thus: © For the Juſtice of the 
* Regal Office is equally concerned in extend- 
ing its Care to Particulars as to the State in 
© general,” Was there ever ſuch a Proof given 
ef ſo momentous a point? The Nation con- 
liſts of Particulars, and the Collection or Ag- 
gregate of Particulars makes the State or Na- 
tion. Now God's condeſcenſion to become a 
Civ Governour, and to promiſe Bleſſings to 
the Nation if they would chooſe him to be 
their King, and would keep his Laws, would 
| | Ot 
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not oblige him to act otherwiſe than as a | 
CIvIL Governor, in Conformity with his Pro. | 
miſes: and if the Happinefs of the whole be 
provided for by a King governing in a CIvII 
manner, and performing all his Engagements, | 
— That is all that ought to be expected from | 
him. The Happineſs of the whole may cer. 
tainly be provided for very well, and yet pri- 
vate men in particular may be much preju- | 
diced. And This is the Cafe in all CVI. 
Governments under the Sun, and cannot but | 
be ſo : unleſs you will introduce a continued | 
Scene of Miracle, which is not CIVIL Go- | 
vernment. In the caſe of the Jewiſh Theo- 
cracy, where particular Plenty, e. g. was pro- | 
miſed to the State, even That could not be 
produced, without the caſual Hurt of many | 
Particulars. And fo when Security againſt ene- | 
mies 1s engaged for ; the Loſs of a few Lives | 
may effectually bring this to bear by a wik | 
and prudent Management; and the State or | 
Nation may be ſafe, though ſome private Men 


in particular may be unhappy enough. 


But Mr. Warburton is willing to help me out } 
of the © confuſion ”” he ſuppoſes me to be in. 
He fancies that in my Opinion the giving 
La and the becoming a King was one and | 
* the ſame thing.” Hence it was, that as the 
&« Legiſlative Power in the inſtitution of good 
* Laws extends its providence only over the 
* State in general, he concluded, that the En- 

e fculide 
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« ecutive Power, in the Adminiſtration of 
« thoſe Laws, does no more”, p. 186. In 
my Opinion, the Legiſlative is, or may be, 
very drfferent from the Executive power in a 
Nation: But in the 7ew7/b State, it is my Opi- 
mon, that 1t was the ſame. God was the Le- 
gilator; and God was the King and Executor 
of his Laws; Not indeed always immediately, 
but, as other Kings do, by Officers and parti- 
cular Perſons ſent by him, to adminiſter the 
Government as he ſhould appoint, and who 
repreſented him. I had therefore a Right to 
fay, that the Bleſſings and Curſes were general 
and national, agreeable to the Character of a 
King and @ Legal Adminiſtration. And ſince 
the Legiſlative Power in the Inſtitution of 


« good Laws extends its Providence only over 


the State in general, the Executive power in 
the adminiſtration of 7hoſe Laws, does the 
« fame.” But Mr. Warburton aſks — What! 
« Is it only agreeable to the Character of a 
Hing and a legal Adminiſtration to take care 
of the State in general, and not of Particu- 
* lars” ? Yes. Civil Government is to take 


care of Particulars as far as Civil Government 


can ; and no farther. But God as King of the 


Jets never promiſed ſuch a ſtate of Happineſs, 


as that 0 Tranſgreſſor was to miſs a preſent 
Puniſhment, nor any obſerver of the Law his 
preſent Reward. The meaning of which 
words will come now to be examined, for 
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648) 
much of the preſent controverſy depends upon 
them. 55 | 


I be great Queſtion is, A Theocracy being 
admitted, and in conſequence of that an ex- 
traordinary Providence over the State in Gene- 
ral, whether this was adminiſtred likewiſe to 
private men in particular; and this, in ſuch a 
manner as that © no Tranſgreſſor of the Law 

<* eſcaped Puniſhment, and no Obſerver of the 
« Law miſled his Reward.” As I denied the 
Adminiſtration of an extraordinary Providence 
to Particulars, further than Civil Government, 
and a Legal Adminiſtration required; I then 
particularly enquired into Mr. Warburton's 
aſſertion, that © no Tranſgreſſor of the Law 
c eſcaped Puniſhment, nor no Obſerver miſſed 
& his reward.” The Evaſion here of Mr. 
Warburton is very extraordinary. — * The 
« words, no Tranſgreſſor, &c. are not to be 
« found in THAT PLACE where I ſtated the 
* Nature of the extraordinary Providence, but | 
in ANOTHER, Where I ſpeak of the Consr- 
© QUENCES of it“, p. 191. It is well that the 
words relate to an extraordinary Providence : 
And fince He admits them, and owns that He 
was ſpeaking of the ConsEQueEnCes of an | 
Extraordinary Providence in the place where 
the words occcur, That is as much as I have 
. occaſion for. The words are thus. — * We 
« have ſhewn at large in the firſt Volume, 
| cc that 

: 
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« that under a dunner or unequal Providence, 

« civit Government could not be 

« without a Religion teaching a future Stats 

« * of Reward and Puniſhment.” This T here ad- 
mit, though He is very far from having proved 

it in rn his firſt Volume; how much ſoever he has 


talked ABOUT it: But ] enter not into that 


Affair. He goes on; „And it is the great 
« work of this Volume to prove, that the Mo- 
4 Ke ras Religion wanting that Doctrine, the 
7 muſt neceſſarily have enjoyed an equal 
rovidence, under which holy Scripture re- 
« preſents them to have lived. And THEN, 
no Tranſgreſſor eſcaping Puniſhment, nor 
* Obſerver of the Law, miſſing his Reward, 
human Affairs mult be kept in good Order 
* without the Doctrine of a future State.“ 
The Jews enjoyed an equal Providence : In an 
qual Providence, no Tranſgreſſor eſcaped Pu- 
niſhment, nor any Obſerver of the Law miſſed 
bis Reward. Therefore no Tranſgreſſing Jews 
eſcaped Puniſhment, no Jew obſerving the 
Law miſſed his Reward. I am very little Sol- 
licitous, whether He will call this a Deſiuition 
of an extraordinary Providence, (which I never 
ud) or whether He will call it a Conſequence 
of it, which He allows: for it is true, u 
this State of the caſe, that no ſingle Tranſgreſ- 
lor, without Exception, ever eſcaped Puniſh- 


ment, nor any Obſerver of the Law miſſed his 
Reward. 


—— 


G | An 


1 

An anequal, or common providence, is when 
Good men eſcape or miſs their preſent Reward, 
and wicked men proſper in their Wickedneſ, 
as they do at preſent. Nor is there any differ- 
ence betwixt the one and the other — of Pro- 
vidence than this. And where an Equal Pro- 
vidence is aſſerted to private men in 2 
it muſt take in Every individual, on the 
lity of Providence is deſtroyed. In the preſent 
unequal Providence it is not true that Every 
Good man miſſes his preſent Reward, nor 
that Every wicked man eſcapes a preſent Pu- 
niſhment. And as to More or Fewer meeting 
with their proper Merits or Demerits, it ſig- 
nifies nothing, where there is an actual ln. 


quality allowed. But in an Egua Providence, 


it cannot vary from Equality, without becom- 
ing Unequal. Mr. Warburton calls this * quib- 
« bling” p. 237. And ſays, © What is not 


oo perfectly equal muſt needs be unequal. 


«© Therefore, as more than Ten may be either 
« Eleven, or Eleven thouſand, ſo unequal may 
« ſignify, as well the yiGnesT degree of In- 
tc equality, ſuch us that Providence exerciſed at 
« preſent, or ſome ſmall Deviation only from 
* Equaiity.” Surely never did any Chriſtian 
vindicate the ways of God to man. in ſuch a 
dreadful manner. Does he dare to aſſert that 


That Providence which is exerciſed at preſent, | 


is in © the Higheft degree of Inequality” ? 
Is no good Man bleſſed at preſent? Is no bad 


man puniſhed here? But he chooſes rather to 
| f accuſe 


88 
accuſe providence of the * H. ge. Biequaſity“ : 
than to give up his own haſty unguarded No- 
tion. But of this more when I come to the 
latter Sections of his Book. 

I juſt now cited Mr. Warburton's t 
that the Reader might ſee them in their Con- 
nection. Let us fee-the Juſtification of himſelf. 
« What now, ſays he, has this Anſwerer by Pro- 
« feſſion done? He has taken the Words [no 
« Tranſgreſfor eſcaping Puniſhment, &c ] from 
« their natural place, miſreprefented their pur- 
« poſe, and given them to the Reader as my 
« DEFINITION of an extraordinary Providence 
to Particulars: And not content with that, 
« has put this his falſe and ſophi/tical Senſe 
upon them, That no one fingle Perſon with- 
« ou? Exception, ever eſcaped Puniſhment, or 
ever miſſed his Reward.” p. 191—2. And 
in this monſtrous ſenſe, by the worſt Pre- 
« .varication repeats and applies them.“ zb:d. 
As for their natural place, I think it ſignifies 
no matter where the words occur, fo that they 
are the Author's words, -and in juſt conſtruction 
fairly and fully relate to the point to which they 
ze applied. As to their being the Conſc quence 
of an Equal Providence, Mr. Warburton is ſo 
gacious as to own it. As to their being a De- 
fnition of an Extraordinary Providence, I never 
called them ſo. The Definition of it is, the 
Diſplay of Rewards and Puniſhments here ac- 
| cording to the Merit or Demerit, the good or ill 
— of particular Perſons : : And it is 
G 2 thus, 
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( 52) 
ow that Mr. Warburton. too hath. defined 
it. Exam. p. 197. And as to my uſing the 
worſt Prevarication, . I appeal to the common 
Reader. Mr. Warburton indeed ſays, that | 
Thoſe words could not mean by any Rules 
e of Juſt Conſtruction, that every fingle pet, 
*« ſon, without Exce tion, was thus 
<« and rewarded.” ibid. Well then; What 
do they mean? L beg that Mr. Warburton 
would — put a monſtrous ſenſe upon them 
himſelf; nor uſe © the worſt Prevarication,” 
and by that means hope to eſcape. Let him 
ſay, what they mean. Why—That this ex- 
traordinary Providence over Particulars was fo 
exactly adminiſtred, as that no one could 
« hope to eſcape it or fear to be forgotten by it.” 
5 192. Judge now, Whether I or Mr. Var. 
urton uſes Prevarication. No Tranſgreſfor eſ. 
_ caping Puniſhment, is the fame as 10 ane Tranſ. 
greſſor could nor E to eſcape it: Nor any ob. 
ſerver of the Law miſſing. * bis Reward, is the 
ſame as no one Obſerver of the Law could FRAU 


To BE FORGOTTEN by this Extraordinary 
Providence. 


In the midſt of this ſhamefnl prevarication, 
that makes. e/caping to be not, eſcaping, but 
hoping to eſcape whether they did or did not 
eicape ; and mifjing a Reward to be, fearing 
to be forgotten, though they were forgot, 
{which is an Interpretation of words not eaſiy 
to be matched in any writer,) we have One 
thing however granted me, which ſhews = 
] a1 


I 


( $3.) 

1 did not put à © monſtrous ſenſe,” a ©* falſe,” 
« Saßpliſtical, ſenſe on the wards, no Tranf- 
greſor; Mr. Warburton makes no Tranſgre 
to be the ſame with, NO ONE Jranfgreſſer, 
and, Nor any Objerver, to be NO-ONE = 
ſerver. Pray now, if Nb Tranſgreſſor, 


NO ONE Tranfſgrefſor, in his own — 


i it © monſtrous,” © miſerable Chicane, m 
« xp@1or de, to interpret No Tramſgreſſor, 


vo One Tranſꝑreſſor, or no one ſinge Perſon? 


Or does NO ONE, mean, ſeveral, in Engliſh, 
and imply Exceptions ? 


I grant there is miſcrable Chicane ” ſome- 


We Either Mr. Varburton is guilty of it, 


or lam. No Tranſgreſſor, He owns is the ſame 


as NO ONE. Tranſgreſſer ; and fo I under- 
ſtood it: and accordingly I ſuppoſed it to be 
No fingle Perſon without Exception. On the 
other hand Mr. Farburton underſtands by No 
Tranſgreſſar, No One Tranſpreſſor; and yet 
pleads for Exceptions. So that by NO ONE, 
he means | ſevere] eſcaped. Again; by, No 
one Tranſgreſſor eſcaping, I underſtood, No 


one Angle perſon without Exception, eſcaping. 


Mr. Warburton when preſſed in this manner 


fays, it is “ monfirous,” © the worſt Prevari- 
cation,“ to underſtand theſe words in this 
ſenſe ; * Eſcaping,” is the fame as © corel 
* bope to Eſcape ;” © not miſſing,” does not 
ſignify, <c actuel Having,” but, could not fear 
* to be forgotten.” Is any Reader to be put 
off with ſuch idle Chicune as this? Or will 
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Hard Words and Abuſive. Language remoye 
ſuch Abſurdities ? But as 1 ſtand Charged 
with Miſerable Chicane,”” with putting 
« falſe,” © ſophiſtical,” © monſtrous ſenſe ” 
« on theſe words, and this is called my Maſter 


« Fallacy,” it is fit to hear the Reaſons why 


he loads me with ſo heavy Accuſations. 


1ſt, ſays he * Let it be obſerved that the 


* e are no abſolute Aſſertion; but a Con. 
equence of ſomething aſſerted. Now what 


F: 34 been aſſerted was ſimply this, that the 
* extraordinary Providence over the Jeus was 


tt in Scripture repreſented as adminiſtred over | 


« Particulars : but that this very Adminiſtra- 
« tion would of Neceſſity be attended with 
« ſome Inequalities ”, p. 192. 

It may ſeem ſtrange that Mr. Warkurtm 


will not adhere to his own words in their Na. 
tural place, but will inſert here what he had 


not ſaid in the Place referred to, in order to 
make out what he wants. The t thing aſſerted 
-was ſimply this— that the Jews muſt really 
have enjoyed that Equal Providence under 


which holy Scripture repreſents them to have 


lived. Div. Lega. p. 4.52. © Theſe, and f 
only, are the words: And as to what he has 
here added, „that this very Adminiſtration 
4 would of neceſſity be attended with ſome 
< Tnequalities.” — Theſe words lye, at the 
diſtance at leaſt of Eight Pages. Div. Lego. 
p. 444. Take then the Aſſertion as it was in 
fact, that the Jews are repreſented in — 


R roms. | int a2 ao: 


1 
5 enjoying an Equal Providence, And 


« « THEN, no Tranſgreſſor eſcaping Puniſh= 


« ment. nor any Obſerver of the Law miſſing 
« his Reward”, as the Conſequence of an 
Equal Providence, — I fay, 1. If the Jews 
« muſt have enjoyed an Equal Providence ”, 
Tuen..no Tranſgreſſor could eſcape Puniſh- 


ment, no Obſerver of the Law could miſs 


of his Reward; This was a juſt conſequence. 
But as for the Pretenſe that He had obſerved, 

that this Adminiſtration would of neceſſity be 
attended with Inequality — Theſe words, 
5 faid, are Eight Pages before; and wherever 
they ye, they imply a Contradiction in Terms 
to his Notion of an Equal Providence. For ALL 
Inequality in an Equet Providence is a contra- 
dition in terms. Let then the charge of 
« Miſerable Chicane ” be laid to its proper 
Author; and if I have uſed it I do not deſire 
to evade it : But if I have ſhewn that Mr. 


Warburton has contradicted himſelf, and can- 
| not evade the charge, it is fit that he ſhould 


have what he has ſo richly deſerved. 
2. He tells us, © that God had promiſed an 
« equal Providence to Particulars, but that he 


| © bad declared at the ſame time that it ſhould 


e be adminiſtred in ſuch a manner as ſhould 
* occaſion ſome few Exceptions, p. 193. He 
aferts this, but he has not proved it. He _ 
in Juſtice to his reader to have cited the paſ- 
age of Scripture where God had made ſuch 2 
Promiſe, and made at the ſame time ſuch a De- 

claration, 


( 56.) 


Uaration, as he imputes to Him. But as there 


Is _ ſuch Promiſe, and Declaration at the ſaine 

time, produced, let this wn as a point which 
Ithall expect to ſee proved, when He writes a. 
gain. But it is his candid Reflexion that I would 
Jeſire the Reader to obſerve.— .< If therefore 


« Dr. Sykes would not me, he __ to. have 


allowed (God at leaſt, the right of explaining 


*© himſelf.” Was ever any. thing rag hard, ſo 


vnjuſt, ſo cruel, except in this Author? But 
1 paſs it by, and pray God to forgive him: 
And ſhall only ſay, 1. That God never did 
promiſe an equal Providence to Particulars, 
and declare at the ſame time, that it ſhould be 
adminiſtred with ſome few Exceptions, 2. This 
is a mere Hypotheſis of Mr. Horburton's own 
Invention; and it is contradictory in- itſelf, 
And as he before made, ſeparable, the fame 


as ſeparable, Neceſſary the ſame as not neceſ- 


ſary; fo now Here He interprets Particular: 
to be the ſame: as Generals; No one, to be the 
fame with Several; Equal the fame with Un- 
equal; and yet ſtands by his firſt Terms, whilſt 
he explains them all away, and abuſes all that 
fee his expreſs contradictions. | 

3. He goes on— Had the words [ No 


<« Tranſgreſſors, Sc.] been abſolute, as they 


then might have admitted Two Senſes, did 
not common Ingenuity require, that 1 ſhould 
e underſtood in that which was eaſieſt to 
prove — viz. an Extraordinary Providence 
*« over Particulars in the manner here ex- 
wy « plained Les; Common Ingenuity would 


have 
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have required this, had the words been fairly 
capable of Two Senſes : And had He ſhewn 
this Temper - when He attacked Spencer, and 
many others, He might have claimed this with 
à much better Grace. But in the preſent caſe, 
Here is a direct Contradiction in terms ; the. 
words are | determinate, and cannot ani 
« Teo Senſes.” No Tranſereflor, explained 
by Mr. Warburton himſelf to be the fame with 
No one, can fignify but One determinate 
thing, and excludes all | Exception, If No 
oNE eſcapes in a Nation, it is impoſſible to 
pretend to rare caſes of Perſons which did 
W | 
4. He ſays — « If neh rare caſes of Ex- 
8 „ deſtroyed an equal Providence to 
* Particulars, (which J hold) it would deſtroy 
« with it the Equal Providence to the State, 


which Dr. Sykes holds”, p. 194. I allow 


an Extraordinary Providence over the State; 
and this is very conſiſtent with many Tranſ- 
greſſors eſcaping preſent Puniſhment, and many 
Obſervers of the Law miſting a preſent Re- 
ward. The State may be bleſſed with Plenty; 


or it may have a peculiar bleſſing every ſixth 


year; or it may be protected from Enemies 
whilſt the Males went up to worſhip at cer- 
tain Seaſons of the year ; or if their Enemies 
attacked them, they [the Jews] might have 
great advantages over them In theſe and 
many other caſes an extraordinary Providence 
may be adminiftred, whilſt notwithſtanding 


H | that, 


3 - 
that, Particulars might be hurt, Good men 
might ſuffer, and Bad men might eſcape. 

So that my allowing an Extraordinary. Provi- 
dence to the Nation in general, does not im- 
ply an Equal Providence to private Men in 
rticular. ry, 
But the pleaſanteſt Vindication of him- 
ſelf, ſurrounded as he is with contradictions, 
is, to recur to the Apoſtle's words; who 
fays, © that under the Jewiſh Oeconomy, 
«© EVERY Tranſgreſjion and Difobedience re- 
te ceived a juſt recomtence of reward, And if, 
« ſays Mr. Warburton, He be to be underſtood 
« with Exceptions, why may not I”, p. 195. 
Who would have expected this retreat from a 
man fo critically exact, ſo delicate in his Ex- 
preſſion, ſo nice, and at the fame time fo ſe- 
vere upon all Others for every word ? Who 
would have imagined that he would have re- 
curred to this Shelter, to ſcreen. himſelf from 
an Abſurdity ? But why, I pray, muſt I make 
the ſame allowance to Mr. Warberton as | 
would to an inſpired Teacher? Is Mr. War- 
burton. alſo among the Prophets? However, 
there is this apparent difference betwixt the 
Apoſtle and Mr. Warburton, — The One we arc 
previouſly ſure is conſiſtent, and if there be 
any where inaccuracy of Expreſſion, the Sen- 
timent we are ſure is right; Mr. Warburtm 
we are ſure is not infallible, neither in Sentiment | 
nor Expreſion; and therefore there is no o- 
caſion to underſtand his Expreflions with all 


the 


8 


238. "2. ß on 


(50) 


dhe Exceptions which we allow to an inſpired 


Writer. But in ſhort, the Apoſtle is not 
ſpeaking here of an Equal Providence; but 
of the State of the Jews in the Wilderneſs, 
where it is true that No Tranſgreſſor of the 
command of God eſcaped Puniſhment; they 
all periſning there, as it was threatned that 
none of them that provoked God ſhould ſee 
the land which was ſwore to their fathers, 
Numb. wiv. 23. The Apoſtle therefore has 
no occafion for any Exceptions or allowance to 
be made for his Expreſſion, in the paſſage 
referred to; and if he had, yet Mr. War- 
burton has no right to ſuch allowance. 

And now He imagines his way clear before 
him; — Having expoſed, ſays he, as it deſerves 
« this Maſter Fallacy, the Rabble of Sophiſms 


which follow it, and pretend to make their 


fortune by it, are eaſily diſperſed ”, p. 195. 
The point has been to ſhew Mr. Warkurton 
guilty of Contradictions ; it was to ſhew that 
the Engliſh words, NO ONE, are excluſive of 
Exceptions; to thew that all the miſerable 
Chicane uſed by him is of no availance ; to 
ſhew that He had maintained a groundleſs 
Notion ; and that now He would ſcreen him- 
ff under an Explication which neither his 


words, nor his Hypotheſis will admit. 


I am ready to pay my acknowledgements to 
him, or to any one elſe, that is ſo kind as to 
aſſiſt my bad Memory , or if I have been 
too long abſent from my Bible, or have 

2 over- 


Fwy 
_ overlooked any Paſſage in it, if he will put 
me in mind of it he ſhall always have my 
thanks. But I cannot be ſo complaiſant to an 
one, who raiſes a mere Hypotheſis, and takes 
for granted what He ought moſt ſtrictly to 
have proved; and covers himſelf with the 
| Sound of Scripture words, without regard to 
their meaning. Mr. Warburton has cited ſome 
paſſages of Scripture ; which He ſays repreſent 
an extraordinary Providence to Particulars : and 
he thinks them fo plain, that he would “ not 
hazard the obſcuring them by many words.“ 
Div. Lega. p. 435. He then cites Solomon's 
Prayer at the Dedication of the Temple, 
2 Chron. vi. 28, &c. the Pſalmiſt, Pf. xxxvii. 
iii. 10, 11, XXX 15, 16. 
gefiel ix. 4—6. and Amos iv. 7—11. Now 
not one of theſe Places will prove an Equal 
Providence, nor the allowed conſequence of an 
Equal Providence, that No Tranſgreſſor eſcaped 
a preſent Puniſhment.” What is cited out of 
Selomen's Prayer, may as juſtly be ſaid now, 
under what Mr. Warburton preſumes to call the 
Higheſt degree of Inequality, as it could under 
an equal Providence: and in conſequence it 
proves not what he infers from it. The Pſalmiſt 
in Pſ:xxxvil. ſpeaks as expreſsly of the Inequality | 
of Providence, of the Wicked 7n great Power, 
aud ſpreading hiniſelf, as he can of an Fqual | 
Providence, where the Righteous are not for- 
faken, nor his feed begging their bread : And to 
reconcile theſe Obſervations, there is no _ 
jon 


6 
fon for recurring to an Hypotheſis of an equal 
Providence to private Men in particular ; but 
conſiſtent with what is commonly obſerved, 
to make the Scriptures agree with themſelves, 
by making allowances for Expreſſions that are 
in all moral writings ſometimes too general, or 
too ſtrong. And this will fully and fairly ac- 
count for the Expreſſions in 1/azah : and eſpe- 
cially when there are ſuch very clear paſſages 
in Feremzab concerning the Inequality of Provi- 
dence over particulars that cannot be otherwiſe 
explained. In Ezekiel it is but a © Paraboli- 
« cal Command; and no Argument can be 
drawn from Parables for an Equal Providence, 
over Particulars ; but at moſt for a particular 
and peculiar Diſpenſation. The paſſage in 
Amos does not prove an Equal or Unequal Pro- 
vidence, but a peculiar Interpoſition, occa- 
fonally adminiſtred. 
When Mr. Warburton appeals to the New 
Teſtament Writers he miſtakes the Evidence ; 
and applies to an equal Providence over the 
Jeus (which laſted on his Scheme but till the 
Return from the Captivity with ſome Suſpen- 
| fons and Abatements) what only concerned 
them during their Abode in the Wilderneſs, as 
I have before obſerved. And as to the other 
Place in St. Paul's Epiſtle to the Romans, 
Chap. v. ver. 1, Sc. We glory in Tribulation, 
knowing that Tribulation worketh Patience, &c.— 
furely never was ſo bad an Inference. Mr. 
Warburton might have ſeen, that the reaſon 
Fo po | Ol 


( 62) 


of their G/or ying was truly becauſe Tr:bulation 
worked ſeveral Chriſtian Graces and Excellencies 
in them. But as to a Providence, equal to- 
wards the Jews—That by his own Confeſſion, 
had ceaſed ſome hundreds of years: and there- 
fore at the writing of this Epiſtle, Tribulation 
was deemed by no body more an Opprobium | 
of the Jews, or a Puniſhment for their Crimes, 
than it was of other People. So that till we 
want Proof of this Equal Providence to private 
Men in particular. ES wes, 
There are indeed ſome paſlages, particular- 
ly in the Pfalmiſt, —— independent 
of the reſt of the Scriptures, may ſeem to im- 
ply an Extraordinary Providence to Particulars 
and That ſo equally adminiſtred, as to be pro- 
portioned to merit. I have been Young and now | 
am Ola, yet never jaw I the righteous forſaken, 
mor his Seed begging their bread, Pſal. xxxvii. 
This and ſuch like paſſages may ſeem I ſay to 
ſupport the Notion of an Equal Providence to 
iculars. But then there are ſo many others 
which cannot be reconciled to ſuch a Notion, 
that it can never be right to raife an Hypothe- 
ſis on ſuch a foundation, In the xlivth Pſalm, 
it is ſaid of God, Thou makeſt us to turn our 
backs upon our Enemies ſo that they which hate 
us, ſpoil our goods; Thou letteft us be eaten up 
like Sheep. — Thou makeſt us to be rebuked of 
our Neighbours, to be laugbed to Scorn, and bad m 
derifion of them that are round about us. — Ani 
though all this be come upon us, YET do * not 
orget 


( 63) | 
forget thee, nor behave frowardly in thy cove- 
nant. - Our heart is not turned back, neither 
our ſteps gone out of thy way, &c. In the 
xxxivth Pſalm, where bleſſings are ſpoken of 
as certainly attending the Righteous, and which 
may ſeem to favour the Notion of an Equal 
Providence, Yet he obſerves that Many are 
the Afflictions of the Righteous : and though it 


is added, that the Lord delivereth bim out of 


all, Yet this is an Evidence of no other dif- 

nfation than ſuch a one as 1s at preſent, 
where Goodneſs and Righteouſneſs are found 
to be the true general means of eſcaping Evils, 
David all along expreſſes his Wiſbes and Hopes 
and De/ires ; but yet felt Adver/ity, and all the 
effects of the Cunning or Power of wicked 
Men againſt him, P/. xxxv. He never glories 
in a Promiſe of ſuch an Equal Providence, as 
would protect him againſt the Malice of his 
Enemies; or ſpeaks of any Covenant made by 
God, ſo to adminifter his Providence, as that 
the Righteous ſhould always here be happy, 
the Unrighteous always here be miſerable. Were 
there an equal Providence adminiſtred over Par- 
ticulars; Whence is it, that the Pſalmiſt Prays 
ſo often not to be delivered over to falſe Mit- 
neſſes, to his Enemies, to the Wicked, to Evil 
Doers, Pſal. xxvi, xxvii, at the fame time that 
He appeals to God for his Þnocency? Could he 


fray for what was already given him? Could 


He 2% of God, what God had <bliged him- 
lf before by Covenant to give? The Pſalmiſt's 
- buſineſs 


SI 
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buſineſs was to keep himſelf in Integrity, and 
to obey the Law: And he appeals to God 
himſelf to judge, to examine, and prove him, 
that he had not fat with vain perſons, but had 

walked in the truth of God, P/al. xxvi. 1—;, | 
Could he now pray to God to keep him from 
thoſe in whoſe hands was miſchief ? What | 
is That but Praying for what He had, viz. an | 
Aſſurance of Bleſſing and Protection? Or did | 
Ile imagine that God would not perform bis | 
part of his Covenant? Under an Unequal Pro- 
vidence to Particulars the Conduct of the Pal. 
miſt is wiſe and juſt : But under an Equal Ad- 
miniſtration of it, where God has engaged 
himſelf already by ſolemn Covenant con/tantly | 
to give according to Merit or Demerit, it is | 
ridiculous to pray that He would be as good as 
his word; becauſe you can't ſuppoſe that He | 
will do any thing contrary to it, if we perform | 
our parts. | | 1 
In this Section Mr. Warburton ſays, that! 
own that. He © had allowed, that the Sacred | 
e writings themſelves freely ſpeak of the In- 
« quality of Providence to Particulars, in ſuch | 
© a manner as men living under a common | 
&« Providence are accuſtomed to ſpeak.” | | 
own this; and thought, and till think this to | 
be an inſuperable difficulty upon his Scheme. | 
But the uſe which Mr. Warburton makes of 
this Conceſſion, is — that this ſhews it was | 
e impgſſible He ſhould mean the Propoſition of, | 
% No Tranſgreſſors ever eſcaping * | 
| % &, | 


I - 


. 10s} 

« &c, in the ſenſe that I had put upon it.“ 
. 198. Now, how does This conceſſion of mine 
ſhew it zmpoſſible for Mr. Warburton to mean 
what I ſay he meant by thoſe words? Or does 
not his ſpeaking of the Inequality of Providence 
90 Particulars prove him to be the inconſiſtent 
Reaſoner I charge him with being? No Tranſ- 
zreſſer, ſays he, or as he explains himſelf, NO 
ONE Tranſgrefſer eſcaped (or indeed could eſ- 
cape) Puniſhment under an Equal Providence, 
which was That which was adminiſtred over the 


Jews to private men in particular: Yet © the 


„Sacred Writers,” he owns, © freely ſpeak of 
the Inequality of Providence to Particulars.” 
The Sacred Writers therefore knew nothing of 
this Equal Providence to Particulars. (For 


why do they © freely ſpeak of an Inequality 


whilſt they were under an Equality.) And, 
2. When he ſays it was 7mpoſ/ible that he 
* ſhould mean that Propoſition in the ſenſe I 
put upon it,” Let him put another if he 
can, without a manifeſt contradiction. - For 
his ſcheme to be conſiſtent, requires the ſenſe 
| put upon it. When therefore He cries out 
| ſhame on me for my Prevarication, I muſt 

alk again who is the Prevaricator ? He that 
pleads for an Equal Providence to Particulars, 
and yet means an Unequal one to particulars, 
Or I that charged him with defending an 
Equal one, and meaning only a les Unequal 
one, and by %s Unegual meaning the ſame as 
Equal. | 
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The next piece of Juſtice to me is this, 
Mr. Warburton cites a paſſage from the Firſt | 


part of his Remarks, and then immediately 


ſays © THESE conſiderations our Exa-. 
« miner has now attacked.” He would have | 
done well to have told his Reader, where I at- 
tacked Any Conſiderations in his REMARK S. 
What page did 1 quote in that Book? For 
what did I quote it? I quoted indeed his D. 
Legation, p. 443. But as to the Other Book, 
He miſtakes egregiouſly, if he thinks I made | 


ſo much as a reference to it. 


> 4 | 8 


One great difficulty which attends Mr. War- 
burton's Scheme, of an equal Providence over | 
Particulars, is, that the Sacred Writers ſo 
c freely ſpeak of an Inequality of Providence 
© over Particulars.” This he was to account 
for; and accordingly he had ſaid, That when | 
e the ſacred Writers ſpeak of an Inequality of | 
« Providence, and the unfit diſtribution of 
ce things, they ſometimes mean that State of | 
„ it amongſt their Pagan Neighbours, and | 
« not in Judee ; as particularly in the Book | 
of P/alms and Eccleſiaſtes. My Anſwer was, 
That Aſaph in the Plalms (where this point is | 
particularly mentioned) ſpeaks of an wnequal | 
Providence to Fews and not to Pagans ; and | 
this was proved by examining the Ixxiiid | 
Pſalm throughout. Mr. Jarburton's Reply is 
Would not any one now belieye, that this 

v. Plaln 
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« Pſalm before cited was one I had cited to 
prove that in the book of Pſalms the Wri- 


« ters of it ſometimes mean that State of Pro- 


« yidence amongſt their Pagan Neighbours ? 
« So far from if, I had cited it to the very con- 
«© trary purpoſe as a Proof of the extraordinary 
« Providence to the Jewiſh people, who are 


« there all along ſpoken of.” p. 201. We are 


agreed then that the TJew!/b people are all a- 
ng ſpoken of in this Pſalm; and therefore 
not the Pagans. The difference betwixt us is, 


Whether the Pſalmiſt ſpeaks of an Equal or 


Unequal Providence to the Jews. Now does 


he not ſpeak of the Ungodly in great Proſpe- 


rity ? Were not his feet almoſt gone upon this 
Occaſion? Does his complaint about the Hap- 


pineſs of the wicked ſuit the character of one 
who lived under an equal Providence? The 


Pſalmiſt ruſt have had conſtantly before his 
Eyes the deſtruction or Puniſiment of every 


wicked man; and conſequently could not have 


moved them, had that been the caſe : But ſee- 
ing it otherwiſe amongſt his own People, He 
received Satisfaction from taking notice of the 


| Strange viciſſitudes that ſometimes happened. 


He reaſons therefore exactly as Claudian did 
afterwards, | 


dee mibi dubiam traxit Sententia mentem 
Curarent Superi terras, an nullus ineſſet 
Rector, & incerto fluerent mortalia curſu. — 


T 2 = Abſiulit 
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—Abſiulit hunc tandem Rufini pœna tumultum 
Abſolvitque Deos; Jam non ad culmina rerun 
Injuſtos creviſſe queror. 


But when an Unequal Providence is ſhewn | 
to be mentioned as adminiſtred over the Fews | 
in any Pſalm, and it is proved that it has no | 
e to the Pagans, ſee his Evaſion... | 
© Did He indeed 1 imagine that when I I Mr. ö 
« Warburton] ſaid, The Writers of the Book } 
« of Pſalms ſometimes ſpoke of that State of | 
Providence amongſt their Pagan |Neigh- ö 
e bours, I meant in every Pſalm ?” No. 1 
never imagined EVERY PSALM to have any 
relation to this Subject: But then I had | 
ground to ſuſpect at leaſt, that where the | 
Pſalmiſt ſpeaks of the Inequality of Provi- | 
dence very largely, there I ſhould have found 
ſome marks that would have led me to think 
that he ſpoke with a view to his Pagan Neigh- | 


| bours, if that had been the fact. I cited in- 


deed but this one Pſalm ; but ſuppoſe that I | 
could have proved One hundred forty nine of 
them to have been fully againſt Mr. Warbur- | 
ton's Notion, Even This would not have ſatiſ- 
fied him; For He has given a full Anſwer al- 
ready to all ſuch Evidence as might poſſibly } 
have weighed with another man, by telling | 
me 1 [Mr. Warburton ſays this,] I ſhall ſay 
* no more to him of the Pſalms till he has | 
58 cited, and in courſe milinterpreted, EVERY | 
« ONE f 


( 69 } 
« ONE of them: And then he may hear fur- 
« ther H r.. 
Thus does He get rid of the Pſa/ms : He 
next proceeds to give a general Plan of the 
Book of Eccleſiaſtes, ; and ſays it is an Enquiry 
after the Summum- Bonum, or Chief Good. It 
is granted by Mr. Warburton © that there are 
« ſeveral places in that book, where an equal 
Providence is aſſerted, ſeveral, where an Un- 
« equal,” To account for this Mr. Varbur- 
ton ſuppoſes, (and it is a mere ſuppojition) that 
« where an Equal Providence is a ſſerted the 
Author ſpeaks of it as adminiſtred in the 
Land of Judea; where he ſpeaks of an Un- 
« equal Providence, he ſpeaks of it as admi- 
« niſtred in the World at large.” p. 210. All 
this I ſay is mere Suppoſition; ſaid gratis; Nor 
has the Preacher ſpoken one word of the diſ- 
tinction here contended for. No hint is given 
that the Equal Providence was adminiſtred in 
Judea more than elſewhere ; nor the Unequal 
one any where elſe more than in the preacher's 
own Country. Is it conceiveable that an Au- 
thor ſhould treat about a Providence ſo much 
as is here done, and never hint at any pre-emi- 
nence which his own Country enjoyed ? Here 
is certainly an Enquiry after the Summum Bo- 
num: And the Preacher mentions, as he had 
occaſion, the great Inequality of Providence, 
that One Event happened to all. The Point 
that Mr. Warburton had to prove was, that 
wherever he ſpeaks of this Inequality, he 2 
| | | | Hat 


1 
that State of it amongſt his Pa AN Neighbour; 

and not among the Jews. For the Preacher 
may be reconciled with himſelf, upon the ap- 
parent fact of an Unequal Providence towards 
his own people in Judta, as eaſily as upon the 
Suppoſition of this New Scheme, which has 
not been proved, though poſitively aſſerted to 
run throughout that book. The Propoſitions, 
not only of the firſt chapter, but of the Book 
itſelf, are general ones, and ſuch as in general 
belonged to the Fews as much as to their 
Neighbours ; nor do I recolle& any thing that 
will ſhew that the preacher's thought related 
only to Other Countries and not to his own, 
The Paſſages which Mr. Warburton has pick- 


ed out, are not to the purpoſe : 1. e. A Man | 


ro whom God hath given Riches and Wealth and 
Honcur, yet God giveth him not power to eat 


thereof, but a ſtranger eateth it. The Obſer- 
vation of Mr. Warburton is — © This could not 


ce happen under So/omon in the Land of TJudea, 
« when Inberitances never went out of the 
« Twelve Tribes.” p. 207. As if 1. Riches, 
Wealth, Honour, were like Inheritances in 
Land, fixed to certain families. By what Law 
of Moſes were Riches, or Wealth, made or 
treated as Freeholds ? How came they to be an- 
nexed to Tribes, or Families, as Lands of In- 
heritance were? 2. As if a Stranger might not 
partake of the Riches, and Wealth of a man 
who could not enjoy them himſelf, in Fudea, 
as well as out of it, Does not this happen every 


day | 


„ 

day all over the world? And fo when S016 
mon ſays — T ſaw the place of Judgment that 
Wickedneſs was there, and the place of Rig hte- 
ouſneſs that Iniquity was there, ch. ii. 16, —He 
might ſee it and lament it, and correct it too, 
and yet his Obſervation might be very Juſt in 
ſo large an Empire. as he. poſſeſſed. A Man 
that is enquiring ſeriouſly after Happineſs, and 
is fully perſuaded of the Being and Providence 
of God, will confider himſelf as what he 1s, 


not under he higheſt degree of Inequality of 


Providence, (which Mr. Warburton tells us is 
that exerciſed at preſent, p. 237.) but as under 


ſuch a degree of -it, as that Good men gene- 


rally ſucceed, and Bad men generally ſuffer: 
And if at any time He expreſſes himſelf in 
Terms that, taken over ſtrictly, would imply 
more, allowances muſt be made, and not New 
| Hypotheſes invented, unleſs there be much 
greater occaſion for them. But I proceed, 


XII. 
Mr. Warburton had obſerved, © that we 


* ſometimes find particular men complaining 


of Inequalities in Events which were indeed 
the Effects of a moſt equal Providence.” To 
explain what he means, he inſtances in © the 
* Puniſhment of Poſterity for the crimes of 
their Fore-fathers, and of Subjects for their 
Kings. My Anſwer was — Th-ſe are in- 
deed remarkable inſtances of an equal Providence ! 


II Tz > =_ 
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| Where No Tranſgreſſor could eſcape Puniſi- 


( 72) 

ment, nor Good man eſcape Reward, 7o tell 
us of tranſgreſſing Fore-fathers eſcaping, and 
their innocent Children being puniſhed ; of 

wicked Kings under no Misfortunes, and inno- 
cent Subjects ſuffering on their Account! The 
Reply given now is — He muſt be content- 
e ed to be reminded — that he here ſtands 
charged with putting a Falſe Senſe upon, 
% No Tranſgreſſor eſcaping Puniſhment, - &c. 
* by which alone his Argument is ſupported. 
Mr. Warburton owns then my Argument is | 
ſupported by my Senſe of that Propoſition : But | 
he wants another ſenſe which the words cannot 


bear, 472. No one Tranſgreſſor eſcaping, 7. e. 


Hoping to eſcape, whereas Many Tranſgreſſors 
did in fact eſcape. 1 

He next proceeds to charge me with bring- |} 
Ing an © Atrocious Accuſation againſt him, 
which is © without a poſlibility of Proof”, | 
b. 212. What is this? Why, I repreſent | 
him as affirming that by the Law of God } 
© Innocent Children were punithed for their | 
“Guilty Parents, in a manner that cannot be 
« reconciled to Juſtice or Goodneſs, or Im- 
<«« partiality in an extraordinary Providence.” | 
For this he refers to my Book, p. 197. Now | 
1ſt. I have never repreſented him as affirming, | 
that by the Law of God Innocent Children | 
were puniſhed for their guilty Parents in ſuch | 
a manner that cannot be reconciled to Juſtice | 
or Goodneſs, or Impartiality, in an extraordi- 


nary Providence. 2d. If an Equal — 


„„ 
be ſuppoſed, then let us fee, how the Puniſh- 


ment of Innocent Children for guilty Parents, 
or of Good Subjects for wicked Kings, can be 


reconciled to Juſtice, Mr. Warburton pleads, 


that it is the Effect of a mot equal Providence 
to puniſh Poſterity for the Crimes of their 


Forefathers, and to puniſh Subjects for their 


Kings, It is certain that in an Unequal Pro- 
vidence Subjects may ſuffer for their King's 
faults, —the Sheep that had committed no fault, 
for David's Crimes; and the Poſterity, the 
innocent poſterity, for the guilty forefathers. 
Nor miſtake here: for when the Subje&? ſuf- 
fers for the King's faults, and the Poſterity for 
the forefathers, all perſonal Guiſt is out of the 
queſtion, and no more is conſidered than the 
Guilt of thoſe for whom the Puniſhment is 
undergone, But how can this be upon Sup- 
poſition of an Egual Providence? In this caſe, 
Temporal Rewards and Punithments are ſup- 
poſed to be diſpenſed at preſent according to Me- 
rit or Demerit, z. e. according to Obedience to 
the Rule of Action, or Diſobedience. Now if 
Subjects, good Subjects, ſuffered for a Bad King, 


then Perſonal Merit was not regarded in the 


outterers ; and conſequently this "Suffering was 
inconſiſtent with an Equal Providence to Pri- 
dale Men in particular. And ſo in the Other 


caſe of Hinocent Children puniſhed for the 


Crimes of their Forefathers. Temporal Good 
and Evil is to be diſpenſed, by Suppoſition, 


by an Equal Providence to Private men in par- 


K ticular, 


(74) 
ticular, according to their reſpective Behaviour. 
Now the Innocent Children cannot bear the 
burden of their fathers Crimes, or, in Mr. War- 
burton's own words, © the Puniſhment of Po- 
« ſterity for the crimes of their forefathers ” 
cannot any ways be, becauſe in an = 
Providence the Puniſhment was to be 


to the Guilty, and could not deſcend to 25 
innocent Poſterity. 

There muſt be ſome great difference i in the 
N otions of an Equal and Unequal Providence, 
betwixt Mr. Warburton and Me, that occaſions 
the Miſtakes that are on One Side or Other, 
in this debate. My Notion of an Unequi 
Providence is, that Good and Evil is not af 
preſent diſpenſed according to Good and Evil 
done here, or according to Perſonal Merit and | 
Demerit: but it is fo diſpenſed, that ſometimes | 
Good Subjects ſuffer on account of Wicked 
Kings, innocent Children ſuffer on account | 
and for guilty Parents. Under an Equal * 
vidence therefore nothing of this can happen: 
but Good and Evil muſt be diſpenſed at ore 
ſent according to Perſonal Merit or Demerit 
only, It is by this Rule that I try the Truth of 
Mr. Warburton's Aſſertions; at the ſame time 
denying that he has once proved that the Jew: 
were under this Equal Providence to privat: 
Men in Particular. He often indeed ſays, 
that He has ſbeum, and that the Scriptures re- 
preſent the Jews as under an Equal Providence 
to Particulars, On the Other Hand, I as con- 


ſtantly 


(75) 


ſtantly deny that he has ever ſhecn this, or 
that the Scriptures repreſent the Jews as under 
ſuch a Providence. Perha he con founds an 
Equal Providence to Particulars, and an Ex- 
traordinary Providence; which ſeem to he 
very diſtinct and different Ideas: and had Mr. 
Warburton kept them diſting, he had not 00 
often impoſed upon himſelf. However as it 
is Truth I ſearch after, I ſhall g0 on, and con- 
ſider what he has urged againſt me. 

1ſt. He fays, & ] had ſhewn, that where 
e the Poſterity of guil Parents were deprived 

© of their Natural Unconditional Rights for 
« their Fathers Crimes, \ Tha, the Poltericy 


\ 


were not innocent. w This is nothing 
to the purpoſe : For, whe af Poſterity were 
not innocent, they | had a Right to be puniſhed 
for their own Crimes. Whereas We are ſup- 
poſing Innocent Children, not Guilty ones ; 
ſuffering for their Fathers faults, and viſited 
to the third and fourth Generation. 

2d. He goes on, © I bad ſhewn that where 
« an Innocent Poſterity ſuffered for the CrIMEs 
« of guilty Parents, it was only in the Depri- 
« vation of their Civil Conditional Rights 8 


Let us ſee the Proof of this © For the Maelites, 


4 


as Scripture informs us, were ſupported in 
Judea by an extraordinary Adminiſtration 
of Providence : the Conſequence of which 
was great temporal Bleſſings given them 


on Condition ; and to which they had no 
« natural Claim.” Now, 


K 2 Here 


(70) 

Here I fay is a double Fallacy ; IR. in 
confounding a general Promiſe made to the 
Iſraelites, as a Nation: Such were the doubl: 
Crops every fixth year; Security from their 
Enemies, & And ſuppoſing an equal Provi- 
dence to Particulars, which has not yet been 
proved, And 2dly, in ſuppoſing the extra- 
ordinary Providence adminiſtred to Particu- 
lars according to perſonal Merit or Demerit. 
Was this Extraordinary Providence to Every 
particular Man? No. Mr. Warburton has re- 
minded me over and over that his words are 
not to be ſo underſtood. Well; let it be to 
ſome private men in particular, but not 70 all, 
This then may be, the effect of an Extra- 
ordinary Providence to the Tfraelites, but not 
of an Equal one : ſince it could be only the 


Effect of an Unequal Providence, though it 
may be /eſs Unequal than at preſent, 


But let him proceed, in his own good words, 


and ſee his Anſwer. © And now, was it 


40 poſſible for the moſt arrant n by 


cc Profeſſion, had he underſtood what was 
aid, to charge me with holding, that by 


« the Law of God, Innocent Children were 


' © puniſhed for their guz/fy Parents in a man- 


<« ner that cannot be reconciled to Juſtice or 


«© Goodneſs, or Impartiality 1 in an extraordinary | 
Providence“? 


You are to imagine now that this exact 
Reaſoner has made every thing clear; and be- 


cauſe he has ſatisfied himſelf, that therefore 


Every 
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Every body elſe is fatisfied. But 1ſt. This 


Equal Providence to Particulars is not /hewn 
to be adminiſtred. On the contrary, the 
Scriptures. repreſent. to us a plain fact Good 
Subjects ſuffering for Bad Kings, Good Chil- 
dren for bad Parents. What now is the Re- 
ply? Why Good Subjects for bad Kings is 
entirely drones though that point would have 
been moſt eaſily diſcuſſed, becauſe it is not 
involved with ſo many circumſtances as the 
Other is. And then as to the caſe of the Po- 
ſterity of wicked Parents, Mr. Warburton tells 
us, that in ſome caſes the Poſterity were not 
mccent, (which therefore is not to the point 
in hand) And 2. That if they were innocent, 
they only ſuffered © in the Deprivation of their 
dvi] Conditional Rights, p. 213. or © by 
the deprivation of benefits in Their nature 
« for fcitable, p. 217. 

It is certainly true, true as any Demonſtra- 
tion in Euchd, that Innocent children were 
puniſhed only in and by the Deprivation of 
Benefits in heir nature forfeitable,” Life, 
Liberty, Eſtate, are all ſuch forfeitable Bene- 
fts; and the Enjoyment of them depends 
won Obedience to Civil Laws. But let theſe 
benefits be Natural or Civil, An Equal Pro- 
vidence conſiſts in the Preſervation of theſe 
Rights to every Good Man, and in ſome how 
or other Affecting theſe Rights in Bad Men. 
When David's innocent Subjects therefore 
vere deprived of Life, and conſequently of 


Fortunes 


(78) 
Fortunes, for bis Fault— which way was this 
conſiſtent with an Equal Providence? Was 


| _ the Tenure by which the eib Swbjefts held | 
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their Lives and Fortunes, the ReGitude of 
their Princes Actions? or, in the caſe before 
us, were they deprived only of ſuch Rights | 
as would have deſcended through their Parents? | 
Or how is this to be accounted for upon the 
Notion of an Equal Providence to Particulars? | 

But as Mr. Warburton pretends to have 
ſhewn that there was an Equal Providence 
over particulars, let us enquire into fact. It 
is certain that among the Kings of Judab, 
ſeveral of them, even the beft of them, were 
cut off early in life. Ioſab was flain e'er he 
was forty years Old. He was Eight years Old 
when he began to reign, and be reigned in Jem- 
falem one and thirty years. Hezekigh did not 
exceed Fifty-four when he died. He was five 
and twenty years Old, and he reigned twenty 
and nine years, 2 Chron, xxix. 1. and he was 
troubled with great Szc&neſs, even unto death, 
ſome fifteen years before he died. YJothan, 
who did that which was right in the ſight ol 
the Lord, lived but forty-one years, and reigned 
but Sixteen, Chron. xxvii. 1, 2. Amaziab 
-who did that which was right in the fight of i 
| Lord, but not with a perfect heart, reigned } 
as long as 'Hezekiah did, vis, twenty - nin 
years, and was juſt of his Age when he beg! 
to reign. There does not then appear to ha- 
been an Equal Providence to particulars, di 


penfin 


| "1 9%] = 
penſing Good according to Merit, ſince the 
Kings moſt remarkable for their eminent Goods 
wes did not live, or reign, longer than thoſe, 
who were not near ſo good, did. How then 
is an Equal Providence to Particulars to be 
proved, when in Particular caſes it ſo remark- 
ably falls? Or where ſhall we look for the 
qual Adminiſtration of it, but in caſes of Good = 
Men, conſtantly Old and Happy, or in Bad 
Men dying Towung and Miſerable ; and this re- 
gularly and without fail? - 

It ſeemns very natural to conceive, that if an 
Equal Providence to particulars had been fixed 
to the Tei Nation, it would ſo have been 
ordered as the Poet has it, that, 


Qui tepide inpeniatus ęſſit vitam longinquam darent, 

Nui improbi eſſent et Sceleſti, its adimerent animam cito. 

& hoc 5 homines ęſent minus multi mali, 

Et minus audttter ſeeleſta facrrent acta: et prſfea 
Nui probi Homines ęſent, eſſet his annonà vilior. 


Pl Avr. Miles Glorio, AR. iii. Sc. 1. 


This is a natural way of reaſoning, and the 
Jeuiſp Hiſtory would have confirmed the fact. 
Now we have the teſtimony of the Pſalnuſt 
confirmed by the Apoſtle, that the Jews were 
8 wicked as Other people; they were as da- 
ringly bud in general; and the Good among 
them cummplained of the Inequality of Providence 
as loudly as any dthers could. Can it be con- 
ceived-that a Nation ffrould be ſo enormoufly 

wicked as they were, if wicked men were 
5 conſtantly 


(80) 

conflantly puniſhed for their crimes; and G00 
men conſtantly rewarded for their Righteoul. 
neſs ? 

It is aid by Mr. Warburton, © that the Law 
« of, puniſhing the Iniquities of the fathers 
« upon the children was a proviſion oppoſed 
ce to the inconvenient conſequences of the 
% Omiſſion of a future State, p. 214. Of 


this He aſſigns this Proof. FOR that the 


violence of irregular Paſſions would make 
e ſome ſort of Men of ſtronger Complexions, 
© ſuperior to all the fear of perſonal temporal 
« Evil, To lay hold therefore of theſe, and 
* to gain a due aſcendant over the moſt de- 
et termined, the Puniſhments, in this inſtitu- 
ce tion, are extended to the Poſterity of 
c wicked men, which the inſtinctive fondneſs } 
te of Parents for their Offspring would make 
ce terrible, even to thoſe who hardened them- | 


“ ſelves into an uin of perſonal Pu- 


nihment „ p. 215. 

1. I faid to this, It was a ſad Supply for ſo 
great a Good as the Knowledge of a future 
State. Mr. Warburton lays hold of this, and 
ſays, that I own it laid bold of the Paſſion, 
therefore it certainly was a Supply, p. 217. | 
What ? Was it a Supply for the Omiſſton of a 
future State? This is the point he ought to 


have proved; but This he has left untouched. 
Every Puniſhment that was inflicted on 2 


Thief, or threatened to him, was as much | 


Supply * the Omiſſion f a future State as __ 
And 
1 


( 81 ) 

And therefore Mr. Warburton is fo far from 
proving this to have been a Supply for that 
Omiſſion that he only proves that this would lay 
hold of the inſtinctive fondneſs of Parents for 
their Offspring. But what is this to the pur- 
poſe it is brought for ? Does not every public 
puniſhment inflicted on an Offender. that has 
Children, in its degree, lay hold of the in- 
ſtinctive fondneſs of a Parent, or a Child? 
And is every preſent puniſhment deſigned as 4 
Supply for the want of a future State? All 
States, All Governments in the World, All 
that profeſs a belief of a future State, have laid 
hold of this inſtinctive fondneſs of Parents: 
Not to ſupply the Omiſſion of a future State, 
but for purely Political Ends, to keep Offen- 
ders from groſs Tranſgreſſions. Suppoſing 
therefore Mr. Warburton's account of this Law 
to be in ſome caſes right, yet he was to prove 
that this Law was made for the End he men- 
tons, and produces it for: which he has not 
yet done, nor attempted. i 
2d. In the caſe of an Equal Adminiſtration 
of Providence as Mr. * would have 
t, there were extraordinary Bleſſings to be 
withdrawn, becauſe they were held only con- 
ditionally, Be it ſo. Now theſe were to be 
withdrawn only from thoſe who /orferted them. 
The Innocent Child, as ſuch, had a right to 
temporal Bleſſings in virtue of expreſs Promiſe ; 
tr could the Biæſings promiſed to —_—_ 

| 8 
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be withdrawn without violation of Contract. 
So then to ſuppoſe an Innocent Child to be 
puniſhed for an Offending father, under an | 
Equal Providence, is a thing impoffible : be- 
cauſe he muſt be bleſſed with temporal Bleſ. | 
fings in conſequence of his own perſonal merit, Ml 
and yet he is to be puniſhed in conſequence of |} 
his Parents demerit. Take the caſe of Innocent 
Subjects ſuffering for a bad King, and ſee if this Ml 
can poſſibly be reconciled to an equal Admini- Ml 
ſtration of Providence according to perſonal Ml 
Merit or Demerit. Now ſince the certain un- 
queſtioned fact is this, that under the Jeuiſ WM 
State, and under the Theocracy, the people Ml 
ſuffered for their King's fault, it follows there MI 
was not an Equal Adminiſtation of Providence 
over particulars : And fo likewiſe in the caſe Ml 
of an Innocent Child pumiſbhed for his father's | 
Crimes, there cannot be an Adminiftration of 
an Equal Providence. | 
We are told indeed in the Div. Legat. 
ce That while a future State was kept hid from | 
e the Jews, there was abſolute need of fact | 
« @ Law to reſtrain the more daring Tranj- | 
« greſſors, by working on their In/#in& ; but 
« when a Doctrine was brought to light | 
ce which held fhem up, and continued them | 
« after death the Object of Divine Juſtice, it 
had no further Uſe.” p. 458. But, 1. Who | 
are meant here by Them ? Does He mean, the | 
mere daring Tranſgreſſrs ? When he tells ” | 
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that a Dodtri ne was brought 70 bi 87 which held 
the more daring Tranſgreſſors 2, — What does 


he mean by Holding up T ranſgreſſors? Next, 


How does a Doctrine continue Tranſgreſfors 
after death the Objects of Divine Jullice 2 
t would have been res to have told us, what 
this Doctrine was that was brought to light, 
and which Held up theſe daring Tranſgreſſors, 
and which continued them after death the Ob- 


jects of divine Juſtice; and How this Doc- 


trine did theſe things; and why the Law 
of puniſhing children for their fathers faults had 
w further uſe. For to reſtrain the more dar- 
ng Tranſgreſſors by laying hold of their In- 
tints is at all times uſeful, and may be made 
uſe of under an Unegual, as well as under an 
Equal Providence. What therefore a Wile 
Governor may make uſe of under an wunegual 
Providence, where a future State is known, 
cannot be proved to be deſigned as a Srpply for 
the Omiffion of a future State under an Equal 
Providence. It is therefore a mere Afjertion in 
Mr. Warburton, and for which he has pro- 
duced no proof, — that this Law was given to 
ſupply the <want of a future State. Has the 
Law, have the Prophets faid any thing like it ? 
No, THEY perhaps, he will tell us, cord not. 
Have the Apoſtles, has our Saviour faid any ſuch 
thing! They certainly knew it if it was ſo; 


but they have made no ſuch Declaration. It 
les therefore on Mr. Warburton to trove what 
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he ſo roundly aſſerts, that this Law was given 
to ſupply the want of a future State. | 

To take notice of but One thing more in 
this Section. The Sentence that has given him | 
ſo much trouble, and which he will never 

clear up — That no Tranſgreſſor eſcaped | 
| % Puniſhment, nor any Obſerver of the Law 
l © * rmifſed his Reward,” — This Sentence he | 
here repeats ; and he repeats it, that he bor. | 
rowed the Expreſſion from the Apoſtle, © who | 
“ ſays that under the TFew:/þ Occonomy | 
* EVERY Tranſgreſſion and Diſobedience receiv. | 
&« ed a juſt r:compence of Reward,” p. 222. 
Could Mr, Warburton ſay this thus crudely, | 
thus fallaciouſly? Did the Apoſtle fay, that 
* under the Jew:/þ Oeconomy this was done? 
What, during the Jewiſh Oeconomy ? All the | 
zohile that that laſted? Or was it only at a} 
certain period during that Oeconomy ? He 
would have the Reader underſtand by, © ux. 
„ DER the Fewtſh Oeconomy, all the while 
that that laſted : Whereas the Apoſtle means, 
that This was Once done only. In truth, this 
is expreſſed in ſuch a manner, to uſe his own | 
words, © as if he never had the leaſt concep- } 
e tion of what others call the common princt | 
« ples of Senſe or Juſtice.” p. 222. | 


1 1 : | 

This Section contains a Vindication of whit | 
Mr. Warburton had urged, vis. © Au | 
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« the reality of an Equal Providence to _ 
« culars, in the Hebrew State, the Adminiſtra- 


« tion of it muſt needs be attended with ſuch 


« Circumſtances as ſometimes to occaſion thoſe 
« Obſervations of Inequality.” My Reflection 
upon this was very natural and very juſt — 
That if this © Equal Providence muſt needs be 
attended with ſuch Circumſtances as muſt 
« appear Unequal then every Mortal muſt needs 
« conclude this Providence to be Unequal.” It is 
now replied, That they might indeed conclude 
this, but their concluſions would be falſe ; for 
theſe appearances are all falſe Appearances : : 
And Mr. Warburton ſpoke only of the fal/hood 
of ſuch Obſervations. p. 223. 

For once let them be falſe : Aſaph's Obſer- 
ration was falſe, when he obſerved the Prof 
perity of the Wicked, and faid, They are not in 


trouble as other Men, neither are they plagued 


ike other Men, — Theſe are the Ua who 
proſper in the world, they encreaſe in riches, &c. 
Plal. Ixx111. Yeremiah made a falſe Obſervation, 


when He pleaded, wherefore doth- the way of 


le wicked proſper, wherefore are all they happy 

that deal very treacheroujly. There was no In- 
equality in Judea; but only the inſtances that 
happened gave Occaſion for theſe © haſty” 
men to make * falſe” Obſervations. 

Upon this he tells me, that my whole Ar- 
gument is one complicated Sophiſtry. © That 
I take what is there ſaid of Men's Obſerva- 


« tions 


> 
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<« tions of Inequality to be TRUE Obſerva. 
& tions, whereas they are there ſaid to be 
« FALSE Ones.” p. 225. Pardon my Miſtake, | 
If I thought David and Jeremiab to have 
made true Obſervations ; and forgive me if! 
believe Therr account of facts rather than Mr. | 
Warburton's. And ſee now as remarkable an 
inſtance of Slavery to an Hypotheſis, as ever | 
appeared. His firſt Objeftion to me is, David, | 
and Jeremiah and all that oſer ved an Inequa- | 
lity of Providence miſtook when they reported | 
theſe Inequalities of Providence, for there was | 


no ſuch thing. This is the firſt part of my 


Accuſation of © complicated Sophiſty.” The 
Second is as good and worthy of Mr. War- | 
« That I make | 
e them to fignify that men obſerved an vn- | 
te equal providence, whereas they mean that | 
«© Men obſerved ſome Inequalities in an equal | 
te Providence, which (whether he underſtands | 
ce jt or no) is a very different thing.“ p. 2235. 
The very firſt Objection to me was, that | 
e theſe Obſervations of Inequality were FALSE | 
« Obſervations :” The very next words are | 
that they are true Obſervations. _—— © Men 


burton, It ſtands thus 


&« obſerved, ſays Mr. Warburton, ſome Ineqia-_. | 
« lities in an Equal Providence.” This is a de- 
gree of finding fault that cannot be too much 
admired | I firſt charged him with arguing in 
ſuch a Manner, as in other words to fay — An 
Equal Providence muſt needs be Unequal. Upon 

| this 


- ( 57) on 
this Mr. Warburton propoſed © to ſhew my 
« Anſwer in its full Shame.” p. 223. How 
is this done? Why, by telling us that David's 
and Jeremiab's Obſervations were falſe, where- 
a3 I had repreſented them as Trae, Well; let 
me retract what I ſaid, v:z, that according to 
Mr. Warburton, An Equal Providence MusT 
Needs be unequal, No. You ſhan't do that 
neither: for by a diſtinctien ſubtle enough for 
a good Logician, it is not that Men obſerved an 
Unequal Providence, but Men obſerved ſome 
Inequalities in an Equal Providence. How 
cearly is Euclid, and all the bekeving as well 
as unbelieving tribe of Matbematicians confuted ! 
They have taught us, that the Addition of In- 
equality to Equality always makes Inequality. 


upon the falſhood of that Propoſition; and he 
that does not ſubmit to him is to be ar- 


raigned of putting off falſe ware, com- 
« plicated Sophiſtry,” ** pitiful Sophiſm, and 
whatever he can think of, that may load an 
Adverfary with Contempt, and Abuſe. 

The Two next Pages in Mr. Warburton, 
Viz, 226, 227. require no Anſwer ; the Reader 
may ſee them ſo fully refuted in my Exam- 
nation from p. 205, to p. 210. that there needs 
nothing further to be ſaid. - 

At p. 228. He propoſes to © divert” him- 
elf at my © Logic; But I propoſe to be ſe- 
rus at his. He owns Div. Legat. p. 443. 
cc at 


But Mr. Warburton has inſiſted over and over 


=, 
« That the Sacred Writers do now and they 

« give Intimations of this Inequality” of Pro. 
vidence. He undertakes therefore to e 
« that theſe Repreſentations of Inequality are | 
a very conſiſtent with that before given of the | 
Equality. This He does in four diſting | 
Articles; the Fourth of which begins with | 
theſe words — The full and general Sory. | 
« T1oN of the difficulty is this,” &c, Under 
the Third Article are the words which are the | 
Subject of his D:verfion. When I come to 
conſider - the ſeveral points treated of in this | 
Third Head, I introduce it thus. But the In. 
ſtances he brings to SOLVE this difficulty, | 
(viz. how theſe Repreſentations of Inequality are | 
conſiſtent with Equality) are ſo many clear Pro; | 
againſt him. What could the arranteſt Caviller | 
here object. Why he cries out, How unlucky! | 
« The Inſtances I | Mr. Warburton ] brought | 
c were to ſhew whence the Difficulty aroſe, | 
e not to ſolve it. But with this writer, to | 
e ſofve or to raiſe a Difficulty is indeed much 
<« the ſame.” Mr. Warburton had given what 
he thought Two Solutions of the Difficulty a- | 
rifing from the Repreſentations of Inequality; | 
when He had done with the Third, He pro- 
ceeds to the Fourth, which he calls the Gene- 
ral SOLUTION of the Difficulty. What now | 
was the Intent of this intermediate Third Head, | 
when the F:r/t, Second, and Fourth Heads 
were to SHEW that theſe Repreſentations f 
Inequality | 
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Iequality are very conſiſtent with that before 


given of the Equality ? D. L. P. 443. How 
ee this Third Head in here in «a place, if 


it were not to ſelve the difficulty, but to 
« ſhew whence the difficulty aroſe ?” The 
difficulty was ſtated already, and the point was 
to remove it; and this Third head was brought 
in for the fame reaſon that the Three Other 
Heads were, vig. to ſolve the difficulty: But, 
Now when it appeared that what he faid to 


ſove it, did not ſolve it, the Reader is told 


hat what he propoſed in this Thi rd Head was 
not to ſolve the difficulty, but to ſhew 
«* whence the difficulty aroſe '', p. 225. An 
Evaſion ! worthy of this Great Logician. 

Let us next ſee how he diverts himſelf with 
my Logic, © It appears from the Reaſon 
* of the thing”, ſays he, that this Admini- 
tration”, i. e. the extraordinary Providence 


equally adminiſtred, c did not begin to be ex- 


« erted in particular caſes, till the Civil Laws 
« of the republic had failed of their Efficacy.” 
Now this does not appear to be the caſe, nei- 


ther in the reaſon of the thing, nor in fact. 


However fay I, let it be admitted. What is 
now admitted 2 Is it not an Equal Providence 
adminiſtred, and at the ſame time its not be- 
be ming to be exerted till the Civil Laws bad 
Failed, 1, e. Two inconſiſtent things are admitted, 
which are an Equal Providence, and yet not 
exerted till the Civil Laus had failed: which 
M 


(MF 
is in other terms, an Equal Providence, and 
not an Equal one. For an Equal one not ex- 
erted, whilſt Good and Evil happen unequally 
to Men, is really an Unequal One. 
But fays Mr. Warburton, the point admitted | 
is, that the Adminiſtration of an Equal | 
« Providence did not begin to be exerted till | 
« the Civil Laws had failed of their Efficacy,” 
The thing admitted is, an Equal Providence 
actually adminiſtred ; and yet not exerted till | 
the Laws had failed: And theſe two points | 
were admitted not as true, but in order to 
ſhew the Abſurdity of his arguing : for he 
knows that 1 all along oppoſed his Notion 
of an equal Providence to particulars, and here 
admitted it, and the delay of its execution, 
only to ſhew his falſe reaſoning. I 
But he attempts to explain himſelf by a 
compariſon taken from our Conſtitution, © A 
* man”, ſays he, is to be tried by the common 
« Commiſſion of Oyer and Terminer. Let 
<« this be admitted, ſays our Diſputant, Why 
ce then, ſay I, the conſequence is, that he muit 
« ſtay till that time comes. This is no con- 
e ſequence at all, replies he; for upon Sup- 
« poſition that he ought to be hanged ſooner, 
he ought to be tried ſooner ”, p. 229. 
In this compariſon, © the common Commil- | 
© fion of Oyer and Terminer “, is made to an- 
ſwer to the Common Equal Providence which 
gives conſtantly according to Merit or — 
| 18 


— 
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This compariſon therefore is not juſt; for a 
ammon Commiſſion of Oyer and Terminer, 
which is granted only at particular times and 
then ceaſes, is not parallel to a conſtant Equal 
Providence ; but it ſhould have been a conflant 
/anding Commiſſion conſtantly executed, and 
which is always ready to enable the Judge to paſs 
dentence on Wickedneſs. The Admiſſion there- 
fore of an equal Providence, and at the fame. 
ime “ not adminiſtred till the Civil Laws of 
the Republic had failed of their Efficacy, 
s to admit what will make the Abſurdity ap- 
rear more flagrant. For, where no Wicked- 
eſs is to eſcape unpuniſhed, and no Merit to 
nis of Reward, there is an impoſſibility of 
&ferring till a FORMAL commiſſion is granted, 
waich ſuppoſes ſo much delay here as that the 
Valefactor may die without his preſent pu- 
nſhment. All forts of Wickedneſs, all Im- 
noralities are by ſuppoſition here to be pu- 
nlhed : Now if a long delay of the Tryal be 
lere ſuppoſed, or admitted, then many will 
ſcape unpuniſhed. So that the Admiſſion of 
tte Equality of Providence, and the delay of 
he Execution of it, was only to ſhew the 
abſurdity of Mr. Warburton's Solution of the 
uiculty, in ſuch a light, that he that runs 
may read it. i : 

He next proceeds to what is ſaid about the 
Wpenfon of the extraordinary Providence to 
taticulars ; in proof of which fact he has not 
= M-2 produced 
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roduced one word. Surely there never was | 
ſuch a Reaſoner, always to take for granted | 
what he was to prove; and then to bear a | 
man down that he has done what he under. | 
took. When God, fays he, tells his peo- | 
« ple that he will withdraw his face from | 
ce them for their Sins, and return to them on 
te their repentance, is not this as plain a De. 
* monſtration of the Suſpenſion of THAT 
te extraordinary Providence — What extra. 
ordinary Providence? So again * Is not an 
« extraordinary Providence clearly declared by 
te the Law of Moſes ?” p. 231. Yes—But Mr. 
Warburton does and will confound; That over | 
the State in General, with his imaginary one | 
over Private Men in particular. This equal | 
Providence He was to prove to have exiſted } 
amongſt the Jews; and that THIS was ſuſ. 
pended : and He truly produces paſlages of 
Scripture which prove the Other, and which | 
do not mention THIS. Such conſtant Falla- 
cies is Mr. Warburton guilty of 4 
Here he quotes Jaiab iii. to prove, what? | 
Why the Suſpenſion of an extraordinary Pro- 
vidence to be ſure. But is it a Suſpenſion of an 
Equal Providence to PARTICULARS ? If not, 
it is nothing to his purpoſe. Obſerve the 
words of the Prophet as they lye in his Bock. 
Behold the Lord of Hofts doth take away from 
Jeruſalem and from Judea the wwhole Stay © | 
Bread and the whole Stay of Water, How — ; 
| this 
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this prove an Equal Providence to Particulars, 
to have been L (pended from them? Or can 


That be proved to be /u 7 ſuſpe pended, that has not 
been proved to Exit ? The words are {ſpoken 
of Judah in Samy 2 of Jeruſalem, as the 
Capital of that State: and what is ſaid of the 
State, and is true of That, has nothing to do 
with the Ot ber, or with Particulars. 


me 


The laſt Section is to anſwer what I have 
objected to what Mr. Warburton called © the 
ful and general Solution of the Difficulty”, 
viz, How the Repreſentations in Scripture of 
Inequalities are conſiſtent with Equality. The 
tt common cauſe, ſays he, of theſe Complaints 
« aroſe from the gradual withdrawing the Ex- 


4 traordinary Providence, p. 235. It is but 
| Ten pages before that he told us the Ob- 


« ſervations of Inequality were not —_— 
Now 


« ſervations but falſe ones”, p. 225 


the Scene is changed, and he owns a gradual 
* withdrawing the Extraordinary Providence 


and in conſequence Inequality aroſe more and 


more, till at laſt it grew quite unequal. The 
growth of Inequality was, as he tells us, thus. 
Under the Judges the Providence exerted 
* was perfectly Equal” ; Equal to Particulars. 
Mr. Warburton, who imagines that he has a 


light to invent as he pleaſes, ſays this; but as 


to Evidence he produces none, And * 
- 8 
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this apparent difficulty to be got over before 


we come to the Times of is Judges, That 


when Achan took of the accurſed thing, 
the Children of ael were diſcomfited before 
Ai, and ſeveral of them ſlain. How come 
theſe men to be lain, when Achan was the 
Offender, under this ſuppoſed equal Providence 
to particulars? But to proceed. When 
e the people had rebelliouſly demanded a 

« King, and God ſuffered the Theocracy to 
Abe adminiſtred by a Viceroy, there was a 


« great Abatement in the Vigo ur of this ex- 


_« traordinary Providence. How can this be 


proved? For the Obſervations of Inequality 


made by David, or Aſaph, or Solomon, in this 
period, are pronounced to be falſe Obſervations, 
50 22 5. and conſequently there appears to be 

atement of the Vigor during theſe Vice- 
| os who it ſeems adminiſtred the Theocracy. 
I enquired upon this, what the Abatement of 


the Vigor of this Extraordinary Providence |} 
conſiſted in: And determined it to be in not | 
inflicting CONSTANTLY temporal Ev1Ls on the 


Tranſgreſſor, and in not giving CONST ANTLY 
temporal BLESSINGS on the Obſerver of the 
Law. Mr. Warburton, who conſtantly accu- 
ſes others of Miſrepreſentation, Prevarication, 
Blunder, Fallacy, and whatever comes upper- 
moſt, cites my words here, Its Abatement 
« muſt be in not inflicting conſtantly temporal 
Exils an the One, or in not giving conſ _ 
« 
— 
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« ly temporal Evirs on the Other.“ Tem- 
poral EvILs therefore, or temporal BL ESS NOS 
are all one: I faid temporal Blęſings; he cites 
it temporal Evils: Bleſſings and Curſings, 
Good and Evil, its all one — it ſignifies with 
him no matter which. However, He ſays 
the Extraordinary Providence's Abatement con- 
ited in not giving conſtantiy; p. 236. He 
knew that the Objection would be inſtantly 
ſtarted, if an Equal providence was not con- 
fant, it would be the fame as Unequal. © Very 
« well quibbled again, fays he : what is not 
perfectly Equal muſt needs be unequal. 
Therefore, as more than Ten may be either 
Eleven or Eleven thouſand, ſo unequal may 
« ſignify as well the higheſt Degree of In- 
equality, SUCH As THAT PROVIDENCE 
„ ADMINISTRED AT PRESENT, or ſome 
© {mall deviation only from Equality”, P. 237. 
Tis certainly right to cry out of quibbling, and 
kt him that is guilty take it to his Shame. 
An Equal Providence conſiſted in consTANT- 
LY giving temporal Evils to Bad Men, or 
temporal Bleſſings to Good Men. An Unequal 
one “ conſiſted in not giving CONSTANTLY ” 
the one or the Other. A time comes when 
Good and Evil were not given CONSTANTLY. 
Was an Equal or an Unequal Providence ex- 
ned at the given time, when Bleflings and 
Lvils were not given conſtantly? Mr. Warburton 
n ſpite of his own Definition of Alatement, of 
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Equal, of Unequal Providence, affirms and i 
ſtands to it, that when Good and Evil is not Il * 
given conſtantly according to Merit or Demerit, ' 
yet it is given conſtantly. And thus, conflant is ll © 
the ſame as not conſtant ; _ is the fame as 
unequal; ſeparable is the fame as inſeparable j 
neceſſary is the ſame as accidental; and Evil: lll * 
are the fame. as Good Things. Let it be fur. Ml * 
ther obſerved, The Point is about Equality | 
and Inequality ; and Mr. Warburton to con- ll * 
fate me for ſaying that what is not Equal muſt ll. 
needs be unequal, ſays, © Therefore as MORE MI. 
te than Ten may be either Eleven, or Eleven 
« thouſand, ſo Unequal may fignify the high- il / 
« eft degree of Inequality— or ſome {mall | f 
« deviation from Equality.” We were be- 
fore told by Mr. Warburton that 14 added 
to 404 makes 415, Here the deviation from il 
Equality, e.g. from Ten, if ſmall, muſt ſtill I. 
be equal, And as an inſtance He names 
Eleven and Eleven Thouſand as numbers which il © 
exceed Ten: Eleven being equal to Ten, ff © 
Eleven Thouſand being greatly more than 
Ten, therefore it is unequal to Ten. But . 
does not Every Deviation from Ten, That | ) 
unequul, make an Unequal Number? Or is 2 
« Deviation from Ten”, exactly equal with ll © 
Ten? Or if the Queſtion be about what b 
equal to Ten, is it right in any body's Account : 
to ſay that Eleven is equal to Ten? This argu- g 
ing in ſo good an Arithmetician, is enough to . 


put © every Science out of countenance " ; wy 


1% 

2. 28 

Fs 

—- 

I 

"14288 

x 

We 

X I 

\ <= 3 
4 

+ 


697) 


if the natural Obſcurity of ſome Subjects will 


ſerve to hide my blunders and my bluſhes”, 
the natural clearneſs of this will ſerve to diſ- 
cover His. | 5 

But we have an excellent argument to con- 
fute thoſe who ſay that what is not equal muſt 
needs be unequal. It is an argument taken 
from Aſtronomy ; and it carries with it evi- 
dence enough— enough to © confound all 
men”, and to © put every Science out of 
« Countenance.” * You Aſtronomers, ſays 
„e, — (ſays ho? the Reader is to imagine 
that I have ſomewhere ſaid this, but Mr. 
Warburton 1s the Sayer, and makes this Speech 
for me,) *©* You Aſtronomers contend for the 
© Moon's equal or regular Motion: and yet 
you are forced to confeſs that there are 
«* ſome Inequalities or irregularities in that 
Motion. Now 1ſt. What Aſtronomers are 
theſe that contend for the Moon's Inequalities 


| or Irregularities in its equal and regular Mo- 


ton“? 2dly. “ You, he ſays, contend for 
the Moon's equal or regular Motion — As if 
Aſtronomers uſed theſe terms of all the Moon's 
Motions, or faid they were all Equal. Surely 
it does not follow, that the Unegual Motions 
af the Moon are equal, at the times when 
they are allowed by this great Aſtronomer to 
de Unequal, zdly. The Abatement of the Ex- 
taordinary Providence conſiſted *in not giv- 
ing conſtantly ”, Therefore the Extraordi- 

MN nary 


698 
nary Providence without Abatement conſiſted 
in giving conſiantly : And in this its Equality 
conſiſted. Now when there was Sometimes 
an Abatement of the Extraordinary Providence, 
and ſometimes no Abatement, it is impoſſible 
that ſuch an Adminiſtration ſhould be Exual : |} 
more than the Moon's Motion being fome- | 
times Equal, ſometimes Unequal, ſhould be 


all Ejual. 
He goes on; © If Your equal Motion be 

& not con//ant” ; YouR ! whoſe? — The Aſtro- 
nomers indeed talk of the Unequal Motion 
of the Moon, as the nature of the thing I 
requires. If Your equal motion be not 
Conſtant — Here again we are ſtopp'd: C- 
flant means I fuppoſe conſtantly equal. If the 4 
| Moon's Motion, or the Motion the Aftrono- 
mers ſpeak of, be not conſtantiy egual— What 
then? Now follows what is intended to 
ſhew the Exactneſs of the Compariſon : © In 
ſhort, You | Aſtronomers } have a great | 

« difficulty to ſurmount, when you attempt 
upon your Scheme of EQUALITY to ac- 
count for the Repreſentations of INE - 
LITIES, Which nature fo plainly makes“, 
Pp. 238. Repreſentations of Inequalities | No : 
They are real Inequalities, And what Aſtro- 
nomer of common ſenſe ever maintained that 
the Moon's Unequal Motions © could be ac- 
* counted for upon a Scheme of Equality” * 
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But 'tis time to have done with an Au- 
tor, who baving once aſſerted an Equal 
Providence unequally adminiſtred to be /till 
al, ſtands it out boldly, and accuſes others 
of Quibble, Chicane, vile prevarication, Knavery, 
Filly, and a thouſand other ſuch inſtances of 
ſingular Politeneſs, If Mr. Warburton is de- 
ermined to perſiſt in perſonal R efleftions ; 
lt him have the Glory of ſuch a man- 
ner of writing. If He thinks it the way 70 
Diet, to abuſe all that diſſent from him, let 
him go on and write in his own manner, 
and ſce the Event. If every man is to be 
abuſed that ſees not the force of his Demonſtra- 
len, He has work enough upon his hands: 
For notwithſtanding He has given us the 
Work itſelf, and Two Epitomes of it, Cramben 
his coctam, I have never yet met with the 
man that could ſee its force. If he hopes 
to make converts to Chriſtianity By Rudenels, 
and haughty Contempt of all that will not 
obey his Dz&ates, ſure I am, that this method 
z unbecoming every Chriſtian, and much 
more a Chriſtian Divine. He may terrify 
and ſilence ſome by threats, or ridicule, or ill- 
IJ nanner'd Inſolence, but He will never bring 
deer a ſingle Unbeliever to the Goſpel by ſuch 
Behaviour. How would it ſound to any 
lerious man, Believer or Unbeliever, to hear 
a Divine, a Chriſtian, a Writer for Revela- 
tron, calling EVERY man that opens bis Mouth 
againſt 
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as J and every body elſe has, that does n 


that would not hurt his character; and git 
me leave to aſſure you that I am, 


againſt Him, DOG ? Even thoſe whom } 
owns to bs learned and candid ”, have 
ſame Appellation of DOG beſtowed on then 


publicly approve what this Writer has pul 
liſhed. But Ile take my leave of Him; ar 
will recommend to him the writing | wit 
more decency and good manners, as a thi 


Rev. SIR, 


- 


Your Moſt obedient Servant, 


/ 


| March 25, | A. A, SYKES 


1746. 


